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Executive Summary 



The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), conducted by RTI 
International (RTI) and sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES), is a nationally representative study that collects data regarding the 
characteristics, workload, and career paths of full- and part-time postsecondary faculty and 
instructional staff at public and private not-for-profit 2- and 4-year institutions in the United 
States. Conducted previously in 1988, 1993, and 1999, it serves a continuing need for data on 
faculty and instructional staff. 

Eor the first time, NSOPE:04 is being conducted as a component study of the 2004 
National Study of Eaculty and Students (NSoEaS:04). The student component — the 2004 
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:04) — is a nationally representative study of 
students enrolled in all levels of postsecondary education. Historically, there has been 
considerable overlap in the institutions selected for participation in NSOPE and NPSAS; 
therefore, institution sampling and contacting activities for both studies were coordinated to help 
minimize response burden on institutions and to improve data collection efficiency. 

This report describes the methodology and findings of NSOPE:04, which took place 
during the 2003-04 academic year. A field test, conducted in the 2002-03 academic year, was 
used to plan, implement, and evaluate methodological procedures, instruments, and systems 
proposed for use in the full-scale study. The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Eaculty Eield 
Test Methodology Report (Heuer et al. 2004) is available from NCES. 

This methodology report is designed to report solely for NSOPE;04. NPSAS;04 
procedures and results — provided in a separate report — are discussed here only as they impact or 
overlap with those outlined for NSOPE:04. 

Target Population and Sample Design 

The NSOPE:04 sample consists of postsecondary institutions and their full- and part-time 
faculty and instructional staff. The sampled institutions represent all public and private not-for- 
profit Title IV-participating, degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia, as reported in the 2002 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 
data files. Stratified, systematic samples of institutions and faculty were designed to allow 
detailed comparisons and high levels of precision. A customized cost/variance optimization 
program was implemented to efficiently secure targeted levels of precision for key estimates. 

A two-stage sampling methodology was utilized. In the first stage, the institution sample 
was drawn based on a probability proportional to size (PPS) selection methodology, where each 
institution was assigned a composite measure of size (MOS) that reflected the number of eligible 
faculty and instructional staff in each of six strata. A sample of 1,080 postsecondary institutions 
was selected for participation; 1,070 of these were eligible. Each institution was asked to 
provide a list of all of the full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff that the institution 
employed during the fall 2003 term. Institutions were asked to include all employees with faculty 



Throughout this report, faculty and institution counts are rounded to the nearest 10 to protect the confidentiality of 
faculty and institutions. However, percentages cited are based on the original unrounded numbers. 
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status (both instructional and non-instructional) and all others with instructional responsibilities, 
regardless of faculty status. A total of 980 institutions provided a list suitable for sampling. 

In the second stage of sampling, full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff 
employed by participating institutions as of November 1, 2003 were selected. Sampling was 
conducted on a flow basis, as lists were received, checked for accuracy, and processed. A total of 
35,630 faculty were sampled from participating institutions. Of these, 34,330 were eligible. 

Instrumentation 

The NSOPF:04 institution questionnaire was designed to be self-administered via the 
Internet; the NSoFaS:04 website for institutional participation provided secure access to the 
questionnaire and information about each component of the study. To expedite completion, it 
could also be administered as a computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI), if necessary. The 
instrument was divided into major sections that collected information on the number of faculty 
and instructional staff employed at the target institution, the policies and practices that affected 
full-time faculty and instructional staff, the policies and practices that affected part-time faculty 
and instructional staff, and the percentage of undergraduate instruction assigned to various 
instructional personnel. 

The NSOPF;04 faculty instrument was also designed as a web-based instrument for self- 
administration via the Internet and by CATI for nonresponse follow-up. The faculty website, like 
the institution website, provided secure access to the self-administered questionnaire as well as 
additional information about the study. 

Both instruments were designed to accommodate the mixed-mode data collection 
approach and to ensure the collection of high-quality data. Design considerations included 
appropriate question wording for both self-administered and telephone interviews, and checks for 
out-of-range or inconsistent values. The faculty instrument consisted of the following eight 
sections grouped by topic: 

• employment during the fall 2003 term (including academic rank, tenure status, and 
field of teaching); 

• academic and professional background (including highest degree earned and 
employment history); 

• institutional responsibilities and workload (including instructional activities and other 
work responsibilities performed in a typical week); 

• scholarly activities (including productivity, funding of scholarly activities, and field 
of research); 

• job satisfaction and retirement plans; 

• monetary compensation (including income from the institution and other sources, 
structure of the employment contract, and household income); 

• sociodemographic information (including gender, race, date of birth, marital status, 
number of dependent children, and citizenship); and 

• opinions about working conditions at the institution. 
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Institution Contacting 

Sampled institutions were eontaeted by mail, e-mail, and telephone beginning in spring 
2003 to allow institutions suffieient time to plan for the study and to resolve any potential 
roadbloeks to partieipation. Institution eontaets were designed to verify institutional eligibility, 
seeure timely partieipation in eaeh survey eomponent, and identify a staff person at eaeh 
institution — ealled the Institution Coordinator — to respond to all NSoFaS:04 data requests. The 
Institution Coordinator was mailed an introduetory letter and aeeompanying information paeket, 
and then eontaeted by telephone to eonfirm the institution’s intent and ability to partieipate 
within sehedule eonstraints. At this time, eaeh eoordinator was asked to eomplete a Coordinator 
Response Form that eonfirmed the data items requested for eaeh eomponent of NSoFaS:04 and 
the projeeted deadlines for eompletion of the study. Upon request, projeet staff prepared 
additional information paekets for Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) and other deliberative 
bodies within institutions to seeure the institution’s partieipation. 

Beginning in fall 2003, eaeh Institution Coordinator was mailed a binder eontaining 
eomplete speeifieations for partieipation. Institution Coordinators were asked to provide 
eleetronie lists of all eligible faeulty and instruetional staff on November 1, 2003, and to 
eomplete the institution questionnaire by Deeember 6, 2003. Follow-up aetivities eontinued with 
the Institution Coordinator until all requested data was supplied. 

Of the 1,070 eligible institutions, 980 (91 pereent unweighted and weighted) provided 
faeulty lists, and 920 (86 pereent unweighted; 84 pereent weighted) eompleted the institution 
questionnaire. 

Help Desk and Interviewer Training 

Training programs were developed for help desk operators who would respond to 
questions of sample members attempting to eomplete the web-based survey and for telephone 
interviewers who would eonduet the nonresponse follow-up. Help desk operators reeeived 
speeifie training in “frequently asked questions” regarding the instrument and teehnieal issues 
related to eompletion of the self-administered questionnaire via the Internet. In addition, help 
desk operators reeeived the same training as telephone interviewers beeause they were expeeted 
to eomplete the instrument over the telephone if requested by a ealler. The telephone interviewer 
training foeused on teehniques for suoeessfully loeating and interviewing sample members, and 
eovered sueh topies as administrative proeedures required for ease management, quality eontrol 
of interaetions with sample members and other eontaets, and the organization and operation of 
the web-based faeulty instrument to be used in data eolleetion. 

Faculty Locating and Survey Completion 

NSOPF:04 data eolleetion proeedures were designed to loeate sample members, 
eneourage prompt eompletion of the self-administered questionnaire via the Internet, and 
eonduet telephone interviews with nonrespondents. 

Upon reeeipt of faeulty lists, eontaet information for the sampled faeulty and instruetional 
staff was reviewed and assessed for eompleteness. Ineomplete information was supplemented by 
searehes of the institution’s website for telephone and address information. Intensive traeing was 
performed when all telephone numbers for a respondent were exhausted. 
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Faculty data collection utilized a mixed-mode approaeh; sample members eould 
partieipate either by web-based self-administered questionnaire or by an interviewer- 
administered telephone interview. The partieipation of sample members was initially requested 
in a letter, which provided both instruetions for eompleting the web questionnaire and 
eompleting the interview via CATI. Periodie reminder letters and e-mail messages were sent to 
nonrespondents to eneourage their partieipation. 

After 4 weeks, interviewers began ealling the sample members direetly to attempt a CATI 
interview. An early-response ineentive was provided to eneourage prompt eompletion of the 
instrument. Ineentives were also offered to sample members who refused or were unresponsive. 

Of the 34,330 eligible sample members, 26,1 10 (76 pereent, unweighted and weighted) 
eompleted the faeulty questionnaire during a field period from January to Oetober of 2004. 
Seventy-six pereent of respondents eompleted the self-administered web questionnaire, and 24 
pereent were interviewed by telephone. The average time to eomplete the survey was 30 minutes. 

Evaluation of Operations and Data Quality 

Evaluations of operations and proeedures foeused on the joint institution eontaeting 
endeavor, the timeline for data eolleetion from institutions (faeulty lists and institution 
questionnaires) and faeulty (CATI and self-administered interviews), traeing and loeating 
proeedures, refusal eonversion efforts, the effeetiveness of ineentives, and the length of the 
faeulty interview. 

Results of the data quality evaluations ineluded the following: 

• Eighty-two pereent of faeulty list eounts were within 10 pereent of the eorresponding 
institution questionnaire eounts. There were greater varianees between list eounts and 
IPEDS, whieh is based on a narrower definition of faeulty. Patterns of diserepaneies 
between IPEDS and list data followed expeeted patterns, with list eounts larger than 
those from IPEDS. 

• Item nonresponse was below 15 pereent for 87 of the 90 items in the institution 
questionnaire and for 141 out of the 162 items in the faeulty questionnaire. 

• Of the 26,550 eligible sample members who started the interview, 570 (2 pereent) 
broke off before eompleting the interview. Of these, 430 broke off before eompleting 
the workload seetion and were not eonsidered to be partial eompletes. Of the 140 
partial eompletes, 48 pereent broke off in the seholarly aetivities seetion; 9 pereent 
broke off in the job satisfaetion seetion; 29 pereent in the eompensation seetion; 1 1 
pereent in the eharaeteristies seetion; and 4 pereent in the opinions seetion. 

• A new assisted eoding system, used to eode field of teaehing, highest degree field, 
and prineipal field of seholarly aetivity, eoded 77 pereent of verbatim strings; 23 
pereent of strings required manual eoding. 

• A reeoding of 10 pereent of teaehing, researeh, and highest degree verbatim strings 
showed 71 pereent were eoded eorreetly, 13 pereent ineorreetly, and the remaining 15 
pereent were too vague to eode. The eoding performed by web respondents was more 
often aeeepted as eorreetly eoded than that done by CATI interviewers. 
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• Of the approximately 25,760 postseeondary institutions eoded in the faeulty 
instrument, 1,130 (4 pereent) were initially deemed uneodeable. Based on the 
institution information eollected, however, 1,030 of these institutions were positively 
identified and reeoded. 

NSOPF:04 Data Files and Products 

NSOPF;04 data ean be aeeessed both through the NCES Data Analysis System (DAS) for 
publie use and through eleotronieally doeumented, restrieted aeeess data files (with assoeiated 
Eleetronie Codebooks). The publie-use DAS may be aeeessed on the NCES website at 
http://nees.ed.gov/das/ . 

Using DAS, researehers are able to 

• ereate their own analysis tables; 

• view the highlights of report findings, with figures and tables, for various 
postseeondary topies; 

• see a eomprehensive listing of analyses regarding postseeondary edueation and 
download the reports; and 

• view and download DAS table parameter files (TPEs) used to generate report tables. 

An ongoing series of descriptive statistical reports may be accessed online or ordered 
through NCES as they are released. Descriptive reports focus on topics of interest, such as 
undergraduate teaching, teaching with technology, distance education instruction, gender and 
racial/ethnic composition of the faculty population, tenure status, work activities and 
compensation, and characteristics of part-time faculty. Publications available for public use may 
be downloaded or ordered at http://nces. ed.gov/pubsearch/getpubcats. asp?sid=01 1 . 
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Foreword 



This report describes the methods and procedures used for the data collection effort of the 
2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). NSOPF:04 serves a continuing need 
for data on faculty and instructional staff, all of whom directly affect the quality of education in 
postsecondary institutions. 

We hope that the information provided here will be useful to a wide range of interested 
readers and that the results reported in the forthcoming descriptive summary report will 
encourage others to use the NSOPF:04 data. We welcome recommendations for improving the 
format, content, and approach, so that future methodology reports will be more informative and 
useful. 



C. Dennis Carroll 
Associate Commissioner 
Postsecondary Studies Division 
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Chapter 1 
Overview of NSOPF:04 



This document describes the study design, procedures, and outcomes for the 2004 
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), which was conducted for the National 
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC, 
as authorized by Title I, Section 153, of the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 [PE 107- 
279]. Eor the 2004 cycle, NSOPE:04 was conducted as a component study of the 2004 National 
Study of Eaculty and Students (NSoEaS:04) under contract by RTI International,' with the 
assistance of MPR Associates, Inc., and Pinkerton Computer Consultants, Inc. Results for the 
student component, the 2004 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:04), are 
provided in a separate methodology report (Cominole et ah). 

This introductory chapter provides an overview of NSOPE:04, including a description of 
the background and purpose of the study, the types of policy-relevant issues addressed, the 
changes to the study from previous cycles, the data and reports generated from the study, and the 
schedule of data collection activities. 

1.1 Background and Purpose of NSOPF:04 

NSOPE:04 was a comprehensive nationwide study of the characteristics, workload, and 
career paths of postsecondary faculty and instructional staff.^ The study was based on a 
nationally representative sample of all full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff at public 
and private not-for-profit 2- and 4-year degree-granting institutions in the United States. The 
NSOPE:04 full-scale sample consisted of 35,630 faculty and instructional staff selected from 980 
sampled institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.^ 

NSOPE:04 comprises the fourth cycle of the National Study of Postsecondary Eaculty. 
Previous studies, conducted in 1988, 1993, and 1999 (called NSOPE:88, NSOPE:93, and 
NSOPE:99, respectively), provided national profiles of faculty and instructional staff in 
postsecondary institutions, national benchmarks for faculty productivity and workload, and 
information on institutional policies and practices that affect faculty. The fourth cycle of the 
National Study of Postsecondary Eaculty, NSOPE:04, expanded the information about faculty 
and instructional staff in two ways: (1) it allowed for comparisons to be made over an extended 
period of time, and (2) it helped examine emerging issues concerning faculty, such as changes 
related to increased use of the Internet and distance education. 

NSOPE:04 was designed to address a variety of policy-relevant issues concerning faculty, 
instructional staff, and postsecondary institutions. The study included faculty and institution 
questionnaires covering general policies concerning faculty. Information obtained from these 
two sources helped address important questions about postsecondary education, such as the 
following: 



^ RTI International is a trade name of Research Triangle Institute. 

^ References to “faculty” in this report include instructional staff and others (e.g., administrators) with faculty status 
(who may or may not have instructional duties). 

^ Throughout this report, faculty and institution counts are rounded to the nearest 10 to protect the confidentiality of 
faculty and institutions. However, percentages cited are based on the original unrounded numbers. 



1 





Chapter 1. Overview of NSOPF:04 



• What are the background characteristics of full- and part-time faculty? 

• What are their workloads and how is their time allocated between classroom 
instruction and other activities? 

• What are the current teaching practices and uses of technology among postsecondary 
faculty and instructional staff? 

• How satisfied are they with current working conditions and institutional policies? 

• How are faculty and instructional staff compensated by their institutions? How 
important are other sources of income? 

• What are the career and retirement plans of faculty and instructional staff? 

• What retirement packages are available to faculty and instructional staff? 

• Have institutions changed their policies on granting tenure to faculty members? Are 
changes anticipated in the future? 

1.2 Methodological Issues and Changes for NSOPF:04 

1.2.1 Combining NSOPF and NPSAS 

NSOPF:04 was, in one respect, unlike any previous cycle of NSOPF, as it was conducted 
in tandem with another major study, NPSAS;04, under one overarching contract: NSoFaS:04. 
NCES recognized that, historically, there has been considerable overlap in the institutions 
selected for participation inNSOPF:04 andNPSAS:04. By combining the two independent 
studies under one contract, NCES sought to minimize the response burden on institutions and to 
realize data collection efficiencies. The NSOPE:04 and NPSAS:04 studies retain their separate 
identities. The purpose of this report is to summarize the methodology of NSOPE:04; sampling 
and data collection procedures for NPSAS:04 are referred to only as they are combined with, or 
impact, the parallel procedures for NSOPE:04. 

The combination of NSOPE:04 and NPSAS:04 into NSoEaS:04 had important 
implications for the NSOPE:04 institution sample design and institution contacting procedures. 
Institutions for the NSOPE:04 sample were selected as a subsample of the NPSAS:04 sample 
institutions."^ This combination resulted in a somewhat larger sample of institutions for the full- 
scale study than previous NSOPE cycles (1,070 eligible institutions compared to 960 in 1999) 
and created a need to balance the design requirements of both studies in all institution-related 
study procedures. 

1.2.2 Institution Sampiing and List Coliection 

Apart from the changes necessitated by combining NSOPE:04 and NPSAS:04, as noted 
above, the key change in sampling procedures for NSOPE:04 was its use of a customized 
cost/variance optimization technique. This procedure was designed to identify the allocation that 
would accommodate all analytical objectives of this survey while minimizing data collection 



^ The larger NPSAS sample includes about 400 schools not eligible for NSOPF, including less-than-two-year and 
proprietary schools, and schools located in Puerto Rico. It also includes about 140 institutions that were NSOPF- 
eligible but not included in the sample because the precision requirements for NSOPF could be met without their 
inclusion. 
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costs. As with the institution-level sampling, a customized cost/varianee optimization technique 
was used to determine the optimal alloeation of faculty to the sampling strata. 

In previous cycles, delays in receiving faculty lists created critical delays in sampling and 
contacting respondents during the time optimal to reaeh them (i.e., prior to the elose of the 
regular academic year). Because the pereeived burden of NSoFaS:04 would likely be greater 
than that of the individual studies by themselves, an advanee notification and early contacting 
strategy was developed for this cyele. The purpose of advance notification and early contacting 
was to provide sufficient time to resolve any roadbloeks to participation, allow the Institution 
Coordinator sufficient time to plan staffing and resourees for the study, and to allow sufficient 
time for the eompletion of any review process the institution required, thereby facilitating the 
finish of data collection prior to the deadline. 

For faeulty list colleetion, proeedures were developed that would eneourage institutions 
to provide lists of faculty and complete related documentation (including the institution 
questionnaire) online. On the NSoFaS:04 website, a seeure tool for uploading lists was provided 
to eliminate the need for institutions to send data files through conventional mail. 

The institution questionnaire was designed as a single integrated web/computer-assisted 
telephone interview (CATI) instrument; there was no hardeopy instrument, although a facsimile 
was provided to allow dissemination of questions to different departments. 

Table 1 summarizes the data colleetion sehedule for the full-scale study. 



Table 1. Schedule of major NSOPF:04 data collection activities: 2004 



Activity 


Start date* 


End date^ 


Select institution sample 


May 22, 2002 


August 25, 2002 


Institutional recruitment/early contacting of institution coordinators^ 


March 10, 2003 


September 29, 2003 


Obtain faculty lists'* 


September 29, 2003 


July 11, 2004 


Implement institution questionnaire 


September 29, 2003 


October 22, 2004 


Select faculty samples 


Novembers, 2003 


July 12, 2004 


Send mail and e-mail to faculty 


January 15, 2004 


October 1 , 2004 


Implement faculty web questionnaire 


January 15, 2004 


October 6, 2004 


Implement faculty CATI interviewing 


February 12, 2004 


October 5, 2004 



^ This is the date on which the activity was initiated for the first applicable institution and/or its associated faculty. 
^This is the date on which the activity was completed for the last applicable institution and/or its associated faculty. 
^The Chief Administrator’s office at each institution was contacted to appoint an Institution Coordinator, who served 
as the primary point of contact to deal with specific survey-related questions, correspondence, and follow-up. 

^ Faculty sampling rates were determined based upon frame counts using Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS) information, and selected on a roiling basis as lists were received. 

NOTE: CATI = computer assisted telephone interview. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

1.2.3 Faculty Sampling and Data Collection 

Precision goals for NSOPF:04 were to secure national-level survey estimates with 
precisions comparable to or better than those of NSOPF:99 for the overall faculty population. As 
with institution-level sampling, a customized cost/variance optimization technique was used to 
allocate the sample faculty to the institution and person strata while minimizing cost and 
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variance. Further details about faeulty sampling may be found in Seetion 2.1; sample alloeation 
to strata is fully detailed in appendix A.” 

Sample size was signifieantly larger than in the previous eyele: 35,630 faeulty were 
sampled for NSOPF:04; of whieh, 34,330 were eligible. The final eligible sample for NSOPF:99 
was 19,210. Criteria for faeulty eligibility are diseussed in seetion 2.1.2. 

Prior to sampling, faeulty eounts from all lists provided by partieipating institutions were 
eheeked against both the Integrated Postseeondary Edueation Data System (IPEDS) and the 
eounts provided by the institution on their institution questionnaire. (In 1999, the IPEDS 
eomparison was used as a quality eontrol eheek only when institution questionnaire eounts were 
absent). As inNSOPF:99, institutions were eontaeted to resolve any diserepaneies between data 
sourees. 

As in past eyeles, faeulty data eolleetion utilized a mixed-mode approaeh; however, for 
NSOPF:04, sample members eould partieipate only by a web-based self-administrated 
questionnaire or by an interviewer-administered telephone interview — there was no hardeopy 
version of the questionnaire. The partieipation of sample faeulty members was initially requested 
in a letter that provided both instruetions for eompleting the web questionnaire and ealling to 
eomplete the interview via CATI. After 4 weeks, interviewers eontaeted the sample faeulty 
members who had not eompleted the questionnaire to attempt a telephone interview. An early- 
response ineentive was provided to eneourage prompt eompletion of the instrument. Refusal or 
nonresponse ineentives were also offered to seleeted sample members. Ineentives are diseussed 
in seetion 3.2.5. 

1.3 NSOPF:04 Products 

Data from the full-scale study will be used by researehers and polieymakers to examine a 
wide range of topies, ineluding who faeulty are, what they do, and whether and how they are 
ehanging over time. NSOPF:04 provides data on eaeh of these topies. The NCES Data Analysis 
System (DAS) for publie release has been eonstrueted from the data and is available to the publie 
at http://nees.ed.gov/das . Eleotronieally doeumented, restrieted aeeess data fdes with assoeiated 
Eleetronie Codebooks (ECBs) are also available to qualified researehers. 

The following types of reports are produets of NSOPF:04: (1) this methodology report, 
providing details of sample design and seleetion proeedures, data eolleetion proeedures, 
weighting methodologies, estimation proeedures and design effeets, and the results of 
nonresponse analyses; and (2) a series of deseriptive statistieal reports on key topies of interest. 
These topies inelude undergraduate teaehing, faeulty work aetivities and eompensation, gender 
and raeial/ethnie eomposition, and eharaeteristies of part-time faeulty. NSOPF:04 publieations 
ean be aeeessed eleetronie ally through the NCES website at 
http://nees.ed.gov/pubseareh/getpubeats.asp?sid=01 1 . 

Speeial tabulations are available on a limited basis from the National Edueation Data 
Resouree Center (NEDRC) upon request. Use of NEDRC serviees is most appropriate for well 
defined questions that are likely to yield a few tables. It is reeommended that those requiring 
more extensive researeh and in-depth analysis apply for direet aeeess to the restrieted aeeess data 
files. Questions regarding NEDRC serviees may be direeted by e-mail to nedre@Pcei.eom or to 
Aurora D’Amieo at aurora.d'amieo@ed.gov or (202) 502-7334. 
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The remainder of this report contains the details of various activities. Chapter 2 details 
the survey design and implementation. Data collection outcomes are reported in chapter 3. 
Chapter 4 presents evaluations of the quality of data collected from institutions and faculty. 
Chapter 5 details procedures for data fde development and imputation. Chapter 6 reports on 
procedures for weighting and variance estimation. 
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Chapter 2 

Design and Implementation of NSOPF:04 

This chapter provides a detailed summary of the design and implementation of the 2004 
National Study of Postseeondary Faeulty (NSOPF:04) full-seale study. Sampling of institutions 
and of faeulty and instruetional staff is diseussed in detail. In addition, instrument design and 
data eollection proeedures are deseribed. 

A Teehnieal Review Panel (TRP) meeting was held on September 8-9, 2003. The panel, 
eomprised of nationally reeognized experts in higher edueation, reviewed the impaet of 
methodologieal ehanges in sampling and data eollection, including combining NSOPF:04 with 
NPSAS;04, the elimination of paper instruments, shortening the data eolleetion period, and 
revisions to the instruments. The list of panel members is provided in appendix B. 

2.1 Sampling Design 

NSOPF:04 employed a two-stage sampling methodology for seleetion of eligible faeulty 
and instructional staff based on a eost/varianee optimization proeess, details of which are 
provided in appendix A. In the first step, samples of eligible institutions were seleeted within the 
following 10 institutional strata: 

• publie doetoral; 

• publie master’s; 

• public baccalaureate; 

• publie assoeiate; 

• publie other/unknown; 

• private not-for-profit doetoral; 

• private not-for-profit master’s; 

• private not-for-profit baeealaureate; 

• private not-for-profit assoeiate; and 

• private not-for-profit other/unknown. 

In the seeond step, samples of faeulty members were seleeted within sampled institutions using a 
stratified systematic sampling where the six strata were defined in the following hierarchieal 
order: 

• Hispanie; 

• non-Hispanic Black; 

• Asian and Pacific Islander; 

• full-time female; 

• full-time male; and 
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• all other. 

The institution frame was eomprised of all 3,380 eligible postseeondary institutions, 
while the faeulty frame ineluded all faeulty and instruetional staff in the eorresponding 
institutions, whieh was estimated to inelude approximately 1 . 1 million individuals (Zimbler 
2001 ).^ 

The eomposition and eligibility definitions for these frames are outlined below. 

2.1.1 Institution Frame 

The institution frame for the NSOPF:04, like previous NSOPF eyeles, eonsisted of all 
institutions meeting the following eriteria: 

• loeated in the 50 states or the Distriet of Columbia; 

• elassified as partieipating in Title IV^ student aid programs; 

• public or private not-for-profit; 

• 2- or 4-year degree-granting; 

• offers educational programs designed for students beyond high school; 

• academically, occupationally, or vocationally oriented; and 

• makes programs available to the public. 

The resulting frame was a subset of that used for the National Postseeondary Student Aid 
Study (NPSAS:04), in that NSOPF:04 did not include private for-profit less-than-2-year non- 
degree-granting or Puerto Rican institutions that were included in NPSAS:04. 

The institution frame for NSOPF:04 was constructed from the Winter 2001-02 Integrated 
Postseeondary Education Data System Data Collection (Winter:02 IPEDS) file. To allow precise 
survey estimates for sectors of interest to the education community, this set of institutions was 
stratified based on institution control and level of degree offered. Institution control 
distinguished between public and private not-for-profit institutions, while level of degree offered 
was based on the 2000 Carnegie classification system^ for segmentation of institutions. Table 2 
summarizes the number of the eligible institutions for each of the resulting 10 primary 
institutional strata, based on the Winter;02 IPEDS file. 



® This was used as a preliminary estimate and was adjusted later. 

® Postseeondary institutions which have signed Title IV federal student aid program participation agreements with the 
U.S. Department of Education. 

^ The Carnegie Classification is a taxonomy of colleges and universities in the United States according to such 
variables as degrees awarded, number of fields covered, and specialization. 
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Table 2. Institution frame for the NSOPF:04, by Carnegie code, institution control, and degree 
granted: 2004 



Degree granting 


Total 


Carnegie code 


Public 


Private not-for-profit 


Total 


3,380 


t 


1,700 


1,680 


Doctoral 


300 


15, 16, and 52 


190 


110 


Master’s 


590 


21 and 22 


270 


320 


Bachelor’s 


570 


31, 32, and 33 


90 


480 


Associate’s 


1,180 


40 and 60 


1,030 


150 


Other/unknown 


730 


51, 53-59, and unknown 


110 


620 



t Not applicable. 

NOTE: For sampling purposes, public baccalaureate, private associate, and other/unknown institutions are collapsed 
into a single stratum. Definitions of Carnegie codes are available at http://www.carneqiefoundation.orq/classification . 
The institution universe counts include institutions that were added after the sample was selected to account for 
institutions that became eligible for NSOPF:04 after construction of the institution sampling frame from the Winter:02 
IPEDS. Also, the 44 institutions that had an unknown Carnegie code at the time of sample selection have been 
reassigned to their appropriate strata. Therefore, there are no longer any institutions with unknown Carnegie codes in 
the sample, but some still remain in the universe. Numbers have been rounded to the nearest 10. Detail may not sum 
to totals because of rounding. 

SDURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS), Fall 2000. 

2.1.2 Faculty Frame 

The second-stage sampling frame for NSOPF:04 includes faculty and instructional staff 
in the eligible postsecondary institutions. This includes both instructional faculty and faculty 
with no instructional responsibilities (e.g., research or administrative faculty) as well as staff 
with instructional responsibilities regardless of faculty status. In summary, eligible individuals 
for the NSOPF:04 study included any faculty and instructional staff who 

• were permanent, temporary, adjunct, visiting, acting, or postdoctoral appointees; 

• were employed full- or part-time by the institution; 

• taught credit or noncredit classes; 

• were tenured, nontenured but on tenure track, or nontenured and not on tenure track; 

• provided individual instruction, served on thesis or dissertation committees, advised, 
or otherwise interacted with first-professional, graduate, or undergraduate students; 

• were in professional schools (e.g., medical, law, dentistry); or 

• were on paid sabbatical leave. 

Ineligible individuals for NSOPF:04 included staff who: 

• were graduate or undergraduate teaching or research assistants; 

• had instructional duties outside of the United States, unless on sabbatical leave; 

• were on leave without pay; 

• were not paid by the institution, e.g., those in the military or part of a religious order; 

• were supplied by independent contractors; or 

• who otherwise volunteer their services. 
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2.1.3 Institution Sample Selection 

The administration ofNSOPF:04 consisted of a sample of 35,630 faculty and 
instructional staff across a sample of 1,080 institutions in the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia. This section provides details regarding the composition and construction of the 
institution sampling frame and methods used for selection of the institution sample. 

Institution frame construction 

The institution sample was selected using Chromy’s sequential probability minimum 
replacement (PMR) sampling algorithm (Chromy 1979) to select institutions with probabilities 
proportional to a composite measure of size, details of which are provided in appendix A. For 
this purpose, each institution was assigned a measure of size (MOS) based on the number of 
eligible faculty and instructional staff and students in the given institution. Specifically, the 
composite size measure was the sum of cross products of sampling rates and population sizes for 
the groups, operating as the expected combined sample size at an institution. This measure was 
designed to ensure that student and faculty in certain minority strata would have a higher chance 
of selection. For faculty, these minority strata included; 

• Hispanic; 

• non-Hispanic Black or African American; 

• Asian and Pacific Islander; 

• female, full-time employee; 

• male, full-time employee; and 

• all others. 

It should be noted that the MOS for each institution was calculated to reflect the number 
of students in the given institutions, since for this administration the institution samples for 
NPSAS:04 andNSOPF:04 were selected jointly. That is, precision requirements for NSoFaS:04 
were considered jointly by reflecting both the faculty and student design objectives. Faculty 
counts needed for MOS calculations were initially obtained from the Fall Staff Survey 
component of the Winter;02 IPEDS data collection. However, this source could not provide all 
information necessary to classify faculty members into one of the above sampling strata. For 
instance, in a number of institutions faculty counts were not reported, while for others reported 
counts were not indexed by race and ethnicity. As a result, the missing information was imputed 
in two steps. In the first step, unreported (missing) faculty counts were imputed, while in the 
second step, faculty reported as unknown race/ethnicity or nonresident aliens were distributed 
among the known race categories using a special procedure, details of which are provided in 
appendix A. 

Institution sample selection 

The institution sampling frame was constructed from the IPEDS-IC files and was 
partitioned into institutional strata based on institutional control, highest level of offering, and 

o 

Carnegie classification. As mentioned earlier, the sample of institutions was selected probability 



® More detailed information about the Carnegie classification can be found in appendix A. 
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proportional to size (PPS) based on the number of faeulty and students at each institution, using 
Chromy’s sampling algorithm. Sample sizes and their corresponding sampling rates were 
established using a customized cost/variance optimization procedure, which aimed to identify the 
allocation that would accommodate all analytical objectives of this survey while minimizing data 
collection costs. 

Table 3 summarizes the distribution of the resulting sample of institutions for NSOPF:04. 
Subsequent to selection of the sample, the resulting institutions were contacted and asked to 
provide lists of eligible faculty and instructional staff for their institutions. 



Table 3. Distribution of NSOPF:04 institution universe and sample, by institution control and 
degree granted: 2004 



Degree granting 


Total 




Public 




Private not-for-profit 


Universe 


Sample 


Universe 


Sample 


Universe 


Sample 


Total 


3,380 


1,080 


1,700 


680 


1,680 


400 


Doctoral 


300 


300 


190 


190 


110 


110 


Master’s 


590 


200 


270 


120 


320 


80 


Bachelor’s 


570 


160 


90 


30 


480 


130 


Associate’s 


1,180 


350 


1,030 


340 


150 


10 


Other/unknown 


730 


70 


110 


10 


620 


60 



NOTE: The universe and sample counts include institutions that were added after the sample was selected to 
account for institutions that became eligible for NSOPF:04 since construction of the institution sampling frame from 
the Winter:02 IPEDS. Also, the 44 sample institutions that had an unknown Carnegie code at the time of sample 
selection were reassigned to their appropriate strata. Therefore, there are no longer any institutions with unknown 
Carnegie codes in the sample, but some still remain in the universe. Universe and sample counts are rounded to the 
nearest 10. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SCURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSCPF:04). 

2.1.4 Faculty Sample Selection 

This section provides an overview of the faculty sample selection procedures, which 
include methods used for frame construction and the technical details of cost/variance 
optimization process for selection of the initial sample sizes and calculation of needed sampling 
rates. 



Faculty frame construction 

The sampling frames for selection of faculty and instructional staff were constructed 
institution-by-institution. Each sampled institution was asked to provide a complete listing of 
eligible full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff. The majority of lists were delivered 
electronically; however, some of these lists were abstracted from online sources such as 
institution directories or supplied on paper. 

Faculty sample selection 

The sample of faculty was selected using an equal probability stratified systematic 
sampling, within cells indexed by institutional and faculty strata. As detailed in the next section, 
a customized cost/variance optimization program was utilized. 
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Determining initial faculty sample sizes and sample allocation 

A special cost/variance optimization program was used to determine the desired 
allocation of respondents to institution-by-person strata, the goal of which was to secure at least 
the same level of precision for key estimates as those achieved during the previous 
administration of the survey. This optimization process, which is detailed in appendix A, 
consisted of the following steps: 

• establishing precision requirements for key estimates; 

• constructing a cost model specific to the structure of the NSOPF:04 sample; 

• developing a relative variance model; and 

• determining the optimum sample allocation. 

Faculty sample selection 

Faculty members were sampled as faculty lists were received from participating 
institutions. Prior to selecting the faculty sample for a given institution, expected sample sizes for 
each faculty stratum were calculated using the institution-specific faculty list counts and 
sampling rates. These sampling rates were then modified, as necessary, for the reasons given 
below. 

• Rates were increased across all faculty strata to ensure that at least ten faculty 
members were selected from each institution, if possible. 

• Rates were increased within faculty strata to guarantee that at least one faculty 
member was selected per stratum within each institution, if possible. 

• The sample yield was monitored throughout the months during which faculty lists 
were received, and the faculty sampling rates were adjusted periodically for 
institutions for which sample selection had not yet been performed to ensure that the 
desired faculty sample sizes were achieved. 

Stratified systematic sampling was used to select faculty members from the faculty lists. 
Specifically, from each list (institution) sample faculty were selected within each faculty stratum 
defined by race/ethnicity, gender, and employment status using the corresponding rate for the 
given institution-faculty stratum, with academic field serving as an implicit sort variable. 
Whenever a list contained insufficient data to identify faculty strata, a systematic sample of 
faculty was selected using the overall sampling rate for the institution. For hard copy lists, the 
resulting sample was then keyed to create an electronic file. The following table 4 provides a 
summary of the required sample sizes, which were determined based on the cost/variance 
optimization process and the resulting completed interviews by faculty stratum. 
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Table 4. Distribution of NSOPF:04 faculty sample sizes and completed interviews by faculty 
stratum: 2004 



Faculty stratum 


Required sample size 


Completed interviews 


Total 


24,500 


26,100 


Non-Flispanic Black 


1,600 


2,060 


Flispanic 


1,300 


1,700 


Asian and Pacific Islander 


900 


1,610 


Other full-time female 


4,600 


5,850 


Other full-time male 


8,300 


8,500 


Other part-time 


7,800 


6,380 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



The information supplied for eaeh sampled faculty member (e.g., name, academic field, 
residence) was checked against that of faculty previously selected from other institutions to 
identify and eliminate respondents sampled twice. Duplicates were eliminated from the sample 
of the current institution. Once the de-duplication process was complete and the institution’s 
final sample file was created, the institution’s final sample file was added to the master dataset. 
The master dataset contained all sampled faculty members and their relevant sampling 
information. 

2.2 Instrumentation 

This section describes the institution and faculty instruments that were developed for the 
NSOPF:04 full-scale study conducted during the 2003-04 academic year with a national sample 
of postsecondary institutions and faculty and instructional staff. Data collection for the study was 
by self-administered questionnaires on the Internet or computer-assisted telephone interviews 
(CATIs) with web nonrespondents. In contrast to the data collection approach for NSOPF:99, no 
paper-and-pencil questionnaire options were provided.^ Facsimiles of the electronic instruments, 
which provide item wording, response options, and information on respondent groups, are 
included in appendix C. 

2.2.1 Development of Instrumentation 

Project staff from RTI and MPR Associates were responsible, respectively, for 
developing and implementing study instrumentation for NSOPF:04 and for ensuring that the 
instruments, where possible, retained analytic comparability with earlier data collection rounds 
of the study. Revisions to the institution and faculty/instructional staff instruments built upon the 
NSOPF:99 instruments, and included the comments and suggestions of the Technical Review 
Panel (TRP), sample respondents contacted after the study for additional information, and other 
government officials and postsecondary researchers. (Copies of the NSOPF:99 data collection 
instruments for postsecondary institutions and faculty/instructional staff are included as 
appendixes A and B, respectively, in Abraham et al. 2002.) In May 2002, meetings with the TRP 
were conducted to review the relevance of policy issues examined inNSOPF:99, the importance 
of emerging issues (such as increased use of the Internet and distance education) not included in 



® A “facsimile” of the institution questionnaire — what the electronic instrument might have looked like if it was 
rendered as a hard-copy document — was included with the binder materials distributed to Institution Coordinators. 
Flowever, this 12-page document was marked “informational copy only” and was not used for data collection. 
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the 1999 instruments, and the consequenees of adding, revising, or deleting items from the 
NSOPF:99 instruments. 

Following eontract award for NSOPF:04, project staff developed and tested multiple 
versions of the institution and faculty/instructional staff instruments. A field test version of the 
instrumentation was developed at the start of the 2002-03 academic year and closely reviewed 
by members of the study TRP, government officials, postsecondary researchers, and other 
interested individuals. Then during the fall and spring terms of 2002-03, field test data collection 
for NSOPF:04 permitted the evaluation of the revised institution and faculty/staff 
instrumentation under conditions comparable to those to be employed during the NSOPF:04 full- 
scale study. 

Several policy, methodological, and practical concerns guided the development of 
instrumentation for NSOPF:04. To ensure the comparability of data elements from earlier rounds 
of the postsecondary faculty study in 1988, 1993, and 1999, one of the primary objectives of 
instrumentation was to maintain the trend analyses for this national, cross-sectional study. 
However, this goal was balanced by the importance of adequately considering emerging issues, 
while at the same time developing instruments that could be completed quickly and efficiently by 
sample members. For example, almost 70 percent of the institution responses for the 1999 study 
were obtained via paper-and-pencil questionnaire, and the average time to complete the 
institution questionnaire was 90 minutes. For the NSOPF:99 faculty questionnaire, over one-half 
(54 percent) of the respondents completed hardcopy instruments, with an average web and paper 
questionnaire completion time of 51 minutes; the average CATl completion time was 55 
minutes. 

Based on these considerations, the goals for the NSOPF:04 instrumentation included 
several elements: 

• All data collection would be completed electronically, using web-based self- 
administered questionnaires, with telephone interviews for those who did not respond 
to the web self-administered questionnaires. No paper and pencil instruments would 
be received. 

• All data collection instruments for the study would be shorter than the NSOPF:99 
instruments, thus simultaneously increasing response rates while reducing the 
potential for bias and the need for costly refusal conversion efforts. The targets for 
average time to complete the instruments were set at 45 minutes for the institution 
questionnaire and 30 minutes for the faculty/instructional staff questionnaire. 

• Consistent with the transition to all-electronic data collection, the NSOPF:04 
instrumentation was designed to be easier for sample members to complete, to be 
easier for the study team to process, and to provide higher quality data. 

• Finally, the instrumentation team sought to address emerging issues as well as to 
maintain comparability with earlier rounds of the study. 



One important element in this process was a consideration of recent literature in the field; for example, Developing 
the 2004 Faculty Survey: Themes from the Literature on Postsecondary Education, developed by the American 
Institutes for Research (Berger et al. 2002). 

Field test data collection for the institution questionnaire took place from September 2002 through June 2003; 
faculty/instructional staff field test data collection lasted from January 2003 through June 2003. 
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With these goals established, planning and design for the NSOPF:04 institution and 
faeulty/instruetional staff questionnaires began. Speeifieation for both instruments was in RTFs 
Instrument Development and Doeumentation System (ID ADS), a tool developed speeifieally for 
the design of eomplex eleetronie data eolleetion instruments (see also seetion 2.5.1). Using 
ID ADS, instrument designers entered information about eaeh instrument item, ineluding the 
variable data definition, formatting, and the desired on-sereen presentation. For eaeh of the 
NSOPF:04 instruments, designers speeified the variable names and labels, values and value 
labels, “applies to” fields, and variable definitions (e.g., numerie, eontinuous, maximum and 
minimum values, field size, ete.). 

2.2.2 Instrument Programming 

Despite the different data eolleetion modes for NSOPF:04, the self-administered web 
instruments for the institution and faeulty/instruetional staff respondents were identieal to their 
eorresponding CATI instruments. Both instruments were web-based produets, loeated on U.S. 
Department of Edueation servers. The instruments were developed using Mierosoft 
Corporation’s Aetive Server Pages (ASP) web programming language. This approaeh resulted 
in a eomputer-assisted data eolleetion program that faeilitated the preloading of full-sereen data 
entry and editing of “matrix-type” responses. The web and CATI system presented interviewers 
with sereens of questions to be eompleted, with the software guiding the respondent through the 
interview. Inapplieable questions were skipped automatieally based on prior response patterns. 
On-sereen elarifieation was available for all items. The instrument also provided real-time error 
eheeking for ineonsistent or out-of-range responses and minimized the potential for inadvertently 
skipped items. 

2.2.3 Institution Questionnaire 

Instrumentation aetivities for the NSOPF:04 institution questionnaire began in May 2002 
with revisions to the NSOPF:99 instrument. Projeet staff began working with a revised version 
of the NSOPF:99 instrument that ineorporated the lessons learned from the NSOPF:99 data 
eolleetion, ineluding the eomments and suggestions for instrumentation provided by both the 
NSOPF TRP and a small number of study respondents who were eontaeted for additional 
information after the eompletion of NSOPF:99 data eolleetion. 

This information formed the input for the NSOPF:04 field test institution questionnaire 
that was administered to a purposive sample of 150 postseeondary institutions during the 2002- 
03 aeademie year. The interpretation of responses from the field sample members that eompleted 
the instrument (77 pereent of the sample of institutions that were eligible to partieipate), results 



In addition to instrument development, I DADS also provides a reference system for instrument reviewers and 
testers and serves as the data documentation system for the data products developed. 

Active Server Pages (ASP) dynamically produce hypertext markup language (html) pages designed to facilitate 
information retrieval across the Internet. ASP code includes small embedded programs or scripts that are processed 
on a web server when accessed by users employing browser programs such as Netscape or Internet Explorer. 
Before responses are returned to a user, the request typically accesses databases and develops a customized 
response. 

Each data collection screen or form for the NSOPF:04 field test faculty instrumentation included a link to a page of 
“help text” prepared specifically for the item and including key definitions, descriptions of respondents to whom the 
item applied, and other useful information. In an attempt to shorten the administration time for the full-scale 
instrument, the help text was shortened and appeared on the same form as the question wording and response 
options. This reduced the need for loading a separate web page for help. A separate help text web page was 
available for the institution questionnaire for both the field test and full-scale versions of the instrument. 
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of debriefing sessions with institution eontaet personnel for the field test who were responsible 
for eneouraging response from the institutions, and data eolleetion timing information for the 
field test also served to inform revisions to the full-seale study institution questionnaire. 

After eareful eonsideration of this input and examination of the data eolleeted during the 
1998-99 aeademie year — ineluding the patterns of responses and missing data, as well as time to 
eomplete estimates — instrument revisions were implemented. Like the NSOPF:99 institution 
questionnaire, the NSOPF:04 instrument was divided into major seetions that eolleeted 
information on the number of faeulty and instruetional staff employed at the target institution; 
the polieies and praetiees that affeeted, respeetively, full-time and part-time faeulty and 
instruetional staff; and the pereentage of undergraduate instruetion assigned to various 
instruetional personnel. Deseriptions of the information ineluded in these seetions follow (see 
also the instrument faesimile in appendix C): 

• The first seetion (items 1 A and IB) eolleeted information on the number of faeulty 
and instruetional staff employed either full time or part time at the target 
postseeondary institution during the fall term of the target aeademie year (2003-04). 
For NSOPF:04, institution personnel were requested to provide these eounts “as of 
November 1, 2003 (or during the fall term of the 2003-04 aeademie year when your 
faeulty lists are eonsidered eomplete).” 

• Institution instrument items 2 through 13 defined the seeond seetion of the 
questionnaire and eolleeted information on the employment of the target institution’s 
full-time faeulty and instruetional staff. After first eolleeting information on the 
numbers of these personnel who entered or exited full-time employment during the 
previous aeademie year (2002-03 sehool year), this seetion examined the 
charaeteristies and polieies of the target institution’s tenure system, employee 
benefits, union representation (if any), and personnel evaluation, as applied to full- 
time faeulty and instruetional staff 

• The third seetion of the institution questionnaire (items 14 through 18) examined the 
employment of the target institution’s part-time faeulty and instruetional staff This 
seetion used items similar to those for full-time faeulty and instruetional staff in the 
previous seetion. These items ineluded the availability of retirement plans to part-time 
faeulty, the availability of and institution-level support for various types of employee 
benefits, and the eharaeteristies of the institution’s personnel evaluation system. 

• The fourth instrument seetion ineluded a single question (19) that eolleeted 
information on the pereentage of the target institution’s undergraduate instruetional 
aetivities assigned to various instruetional groups, ineluding full-time faeulty and 
instruetional staff, part-time faeulty and instruetional staff, teaehing assistants sueh as 
graduate students, and others individuals. 

• The last seetion of the NSOPF:04 institution questionnaire (item 20) eolleeted 
respondent eontaet information and feedbaek on data eolleetion. This seetion 
attributed the item responses for the entire institution questionnaire to individual 
respondents at the institution, whieh allowed data eolleetion staff to reeontaet 
respondents for elarifieation of responses. These data elements — respondent name, 
job title, telephone number, and e-mail address — ^were not maintained after data 
eolleetion was eompleted. 
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Appendix D provides a erosswalk of NSOPF;04 institution questionnaire items to the 
institution questionnaires from NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93, andNSOPF:99. Table 5 notes how the 
NSOPF:04 questionnaire differs from the NSOPF:99 questionnaire. As noted in this table, nine 
items from the NSOPF:99 questionnaire were eliminated from the NSOPF;04 institution 
questionnaire, 14 items were revised, and three items for NSOPF:99 were repeated without 
ehange. 



Table 5. Content and formatting changes to the NSOPF:99 institution questionnaire in 
preparation for the NSOPF:04 instrument: 2004 





NSOPF:99 






NSOPF:04 


Item 


Content 


Action 


Item 


Changes 


1 


Numbers full/part-time faculty and 
instructional staff 


Revised 


1 


Slight wording and instruction changes 


2 


Change in total number of full-time faculty and 
instruction staff over the past 5 years 


Deleted 






3 


Policies to decrease the number of full-time 
faculty and instructional staff 


Deleted 






4 


Availability of tenure system 


Unchanged 


3 




5 


Changes in full-time faculty and instructional 


Revised 


2 


One response option added (item 2f), 




staff between fall terms 






slight wording change throughout, 
distinction among tenured, tenure track, 
and not tenure track eliminated 


6 


Number of staff considered for/granted tenure 


Revised 


4/5 


Asked as two questions with first as gate 
item. 


7 


Maximum number of years on tenure track 


Unchanged 


6 




8 


Changes in tenure policy in past 5 years 


Revised 


7/8/ 


Broken into three items; response options 








7sp 


revised (Option E, discontinued tenure, 
asked only of respondents who answered 
“no” to tenure availability) 


9 


Other actions to reduce tenured faculty 


Deleted 






10 


Number of full-time positions sought to hire 


Unchanged 


9 




11 


Retirement plans available to full-time staff 


Deleted 






12 


Employee benefits available to full-time 


Revised 




Broken into two items, part 10A serves as 




faculty and instructional staff 






gate question 








10A 


Response categories for benefits were 
changed to All, Some, None, Don’t know 








10B 


Fully and partially subsidized categories 
combined 


13 


Additional employee benefits available to full- 


Revised 


11 


Response categories for benefits changed 




time faculty and instructional staff 






to All, Some, None, and Don’t know; Slight 
wording change 


14 


Percentage of salary contributed by institution 
to benefits 


Deleted 






15 


Collective bargaining for full-time faculty and 


Revised 


12 


Percentage of faculty represented by 




instructional staff 






union eliminated 


16 


Teacher assessment with full-time faculty and 


Revised 


13 


Response options changed to Yes, No, 




instructional staff 






Don’t Know; “Other, specify” option was 
eliminated 


17 


Availability of retirement plans for part-time 


Revised 


14 


Item wording revised for web data 




faculty and instructional staff 






collection 


18 


Types of retirement plans available for part- 
time faculty and instructional staff 


Deleted 






19 


Criteria for eligibility for retirement plans for 
part-time faculty and instructional staff 


Deleted 







See notes at end of table. 
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Table 5. Content and formatting changes to the NSOPF:99 institution questionnaire in 
preparation for the NSOPF:04 instrument: 2004 — Continued 





NSOPF:99 






NSOPF:04 


Item 


Content 


Action 


Item 


Changes 


20 


Employee benefits available to part-time 
faculty and instructional staff 


Revised 




Broken into two items, part 15A serves as 
gate question 








15A 


Response categories for benefits were 
changed to All, Some, None, Don’t know 








15B 


Fully and partially subsidized categories 
combined 


21 

22 


Additional employee benefits available to part- 
time faculty and staff 

Benefit eligibility criteria for part-time faculty 
and instructional staff 


Revised 

Deleted 


16 


Response categories for benefits changed 
to All, Some, None, and Don’t know; Slight 
wording change 


23 


Percentage of salary contributed by institution 
to benefits 


Deleted 






24 


Collective bargaining for part-time faculty and 
instructional staff 


Revised 


17 


Percentage of faculty represented by 
union eliminated 


25 


Teacher assessment with part-time faculty 
and instructional staff 


Revised 


18 


Response options changed to Yes, No, 
Don’t Know; “Other, specify’’ option was 
eliminated 


26 


Undergraduate instruction by instructional 
staff type 


Revised 


19 


Response options changed 



NOTE: Numbers in table correspond with the question number in the instrument. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



2.2.4 Faculty Questionnaire 

The NSOPF:04 questionnaire for faeulty and instruetional staff was divided into several 
seetions that deseribed the study and respondents’ rights (informed eonsent); nature of 
employment; aeademie and professional background; instructional responsibilities and workload; 
scholarly activities; job satisfaction; compensation; background characteristics; and opinions. 
Included within the final section, where applicable, were items that collected address information 
for sample members who were eligible for response incentives. (See section 3.2.5 for additional 
information about the early-response and refusal conversion incentives.) Table 6 describes the 
instrument sections, including the number of forms (or screens) and data elements in each. Like 
the instrumentation for the study waves in 1988, 1993, and 1999, the NSOPF:04 faculty and 
instructional staff questionnaire emphasized descriptive and behavioral attributes rather than 
attitudinal measures. 

The design of the faculty and instructional staff questionnaire included input from 
members of the NSOPF:99 TRP and representatives of offices of the U.S. Department of 
Education, as well as an analysis of the data collected during the 1999 study. Because the 
NSOPF:99 instrument took 55 minutes to complete, designers made a concerted effort to shorten 
the instrument and make it more efficient.'^ Several questions were eliminated, and other 
questions were shortened or otherwise simplified. The instrument was then evaluated in a field 



Efficiency for the NSOPF:04 instrument was gained by developing a shorter, tighter, and more focused interview 
that used state-of-the-art technology and design techniques. The sections and items were rearranged, coding 
procedures revised considerably to be interactive, skip patterns were employed, range checks were inserted, and 
other changes were implemented to make the instrument operate more efficiently. 
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test carried out during the 2002-03 academic year under conditions similar to those employed 
during the full-scale study in 2003-04. 

Table 6. Overview of the NSOPF:04 questionnaire for faculty and instructional staff: 2004 



Section Forms/items^ Examples of content 



Total 


81/183^ 




Informed consent 


6/0 


Description of the NSCPF:04 study and respondents’ rights as 
participants. 


A. Nature of employment 


17/18 


Does the respondent have instructional responsibilities during the 
Fall 2003 term? Does the respondent have faculty status? When did 
the person begin working? What are the respondent’s rank, tenure 
status, and teaching field? 


B. Academic and 
professional 
background 


16/23 


What is the respondent’s highest degree? Where, when, and in what 
area was it earned? Is this the respondent’s first academic job? 
Where else did the person work? Does the respondent teach? Flow 
long has the person been teaching? 


0. Instructional 

responsibilities and 
workload 


13/66 


Flow many hours during an average week does the sample member 
spend on instruction, research, and other activities? Flow many 
classes are taught, and what are their characteristics (e.g., duration, 
number/type of students, evaluation type)? What level of advising 
and individual instruction is offered? 


D. Scholarly activities 


7/20 


What scholarly activities have sample members completed in their 
lifetime and during past 2 years? What is their principal scholarly 
field? Are scholarly activities funded? 


E. Job satisfaction 


2/10 


Flow satisfied is the respondent with instructional duties and 
employment at the target school? What are the person’s retirement 
plans? 


F. Compensation 


7/12 


What is the respondent’s compensation from the target institution 
and all other sources? What is the structure of the employment 
contract? What is the household income? 


G. Sociodemographic 
characteristics 


8/13 


What is the respondent’s sex, date of birth, race/ethnicity, marital 
status, citizenship, and disability status? Does the person support 
dependents? 


FI. Cpinions 


2/5 


What are the respondent’s opinions about the faculty reward system 
at the target institution? Would the sample member seek an 
academic career again? 


I. Incentive information 


3/16 


Where applicable, these forms also collected address information 
from sample members qualified for nonresponse incentives. 



The faculty/instructional staff questionnaire was divided into forms (screens) and items. Each form was structured to 
include related items. The first number is the number of forms in the section, and the second number is the number of 
items included on those forms. Forms and items were often skipped based on the responses to earlier forms and 
items. 

^The number of items in the faculty questionnaire (183) differs from the number of faculty items reported elsewhere in 
this document (e.g., 162 analysis variables and 144 stochastically imputed variables) because some items were for 
internal use only (e.g., verbatim text strings used to code field of teaching [see section 4.3.3], school name and city to 
code IPEDS [see section 4.3.4], and contact information for sending incentives). 

NOTE: IPEDS = Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Following the field test, additional items were modified and eliminated to reaeh the 
desired 30-minute interview. The average CATI and web interview for the NSOPF:04 field test 
took 42 minutes, eonsiderably longer than anticipated. The results of the NSOPF:04 field test 
reliability reinterview (Heuer et al. 2004), the policy relevance of each instrument item, and the 
input received from responding sample members, telephone interviewers/help desk staff, and 
members of the NSOPF:04 TRP were used to identify 27 forms from the full-scale study for 
elimination. Table 7 describes the NSOPF:04 field test items on these forms that were eliminated 
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following the field test. The table also provides the average time to complete each item during 
the field test.'^ After adjusting this average time to complete by the proportion of the overall 
respondent population that reached the item (i.e., complicated and time-consuming items will 
have little impact on the average time to complete the entire interview if most respondents do not 
attempt the item), these item reductions were expected to reduce the average time to complete 
the full-scale instrument by approximately 7 minutes. 

Table 7. Items removed from the NSOPF:04 faculty/instructional staff questionnaire following 
the NSOPF:04 field test and estimated time savings: 2004 

Instrument change Estimated time savings (in minutes) 

Tbtai 7.483 



Q7: Part-time faculty: years employed part-time 0.163 

Q17B: Holds Ph.D. in addition to professional degree 0.005 

Q17C: Year received doctoral degree < 0.001 

Q17C2VS: Doctoral field: verbatim <0.001 

Q17C2CD: Online coding: doctoral field <0.001 

Q17C3: Online coding: doctoral degree institution 0.003 

Q17D2: Online coding: bachelor’s degree institution 0.642 

0190: Number classes taught at other postsecondary institution 0.065 

020: Non-postsecondary education jobs related to teaching field 0.102 

Q22: Total number of postsecondary institutions employed as faculty 0.222 

Q25: First postsecondary faculty position — academic rank 0.115 

Q29: Previous job related to teaching field 0.178 

030: Years teaching in postsecondary institutions 0.152 

Q34A-Q34D: Percent allotment of other time 1.273 

Q40A-Q40G: Uses of website 0.410 

Q43A-Q43D: Plan/develop instruction/employment opportunities 0.865 

Q44A-Q44F: Training opportunities 0.933 

Q45: Hours professional training in 2003 0.452 

Q52Aicat: Categorical items for Q52AA-AG nonrespondents 0.105 

Q58: Primary funding source 0.115 

Q59: Number of grants/contracts 0.130 

Q60A: Total funding grants/contracts 0.058 

Q60B: Range total funding grants/contracts 0.012 

Q63: Age expecting to stop working at postsecondary institution 0.338 

Q76A-Q76E: Type of disability 0.015 

Q78: Number of dependents 0.235 

Q84: Respondent comments and suggestions 0.895 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

It should be noted that approximately 7 minutes of the overall time to eomplete the field 
test interview were assoeiated with “transit” time — in other words, the time involved to transmit 
information to eaeh respondent, to “write” the form and related text onto eaeh sample member’s 
sereen, to transmit the responses baek for storage, and to begin the transmission of the next item. 
Interview transit times are dependent on many faetors sueh as server bandwidth, proeessing 



The average time to complete each item is based on the time each respondent took to answer each item, as well 
as the time required to transmit the data collection image to the respondent and to transmit and write the information 
when the response was completed. 
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efficiency, and instrument content (e.g., other things being equal, the transit time for a form with 
little text and graphic information will be less than another form with more text and graphics). 
Notably, transit times are often dependent on factors beyond the control of instrument designers. 
For example, the type of internet connection used by the sample member (telephone dial-up 
modem versus direct Ethernet connection with fiber optic lines) and the number of other users on 
the respondent’s internet service provider at the time will affect transit time. Section 3.3.1 
describes the interview completion time and transit times for the NSOPF:04 full-scale faculty 
and instructional staff questionnaire. 

To reduce transmission time from that experienced in the NSOPF:04 field test, project 
staff carefully reviewed the code efficiency of the web applications. The project also utilized an 
outside and independent review of the study procedures and programs. TechSages FFP, a 
computer consulting firm located in Durham, NC, reviewed the NSOPF:04 field test computer 
code. The group offered several recommendations for optimizing the code to improve execution 
speed including changes to database connectivity implementation, code structure, and variable 
scoping. 

In addition to the changes in data processing and the reduction in the number of items 
included in the questionnaire noted above, instrument designers also implemented several other 
content related changes for the full-scale study. These included the following: 

• Instrument designers eliminated the faculty/instructional staff questionnaire’s online 
help and replaced it with more targeted information placed directly on the form 
containing the question. For the field test, a callable help screen was available for 
each form of the faculty interview. By selecting a help button at the bottom of each 
form, the respondent could review a screen of related definitions, examples, and other 
information about the item. While these help screens provided useful information, 
accessing them did require the transmission of an additional form and, consequently, 
an increase in the interview completion time. While adding text, such as definitions or 
examples, does increase the transit time of a screen, the increase is negligible relative 
to the increases in interview time that would be obtained by accessing and 
transmitting a second web page of help text for the item. Adding definitions and 
examples to the original form of the interview reduced the need for help screens. 

• For the full-scale study’s questionnaire, project staff also developed an online 
assisted-coding routine for respondent’s academic area or discipline. Assisted coding 
provided significant time savings over the online coding in the field test, which used 
two pull-down boxes for each academic discipline. The assisted-coding procedure 
developed for the full-scale study eliminated pull-down boxes for common disciplines 
(e.g., mathematics or English), considerably reducing the time each respondent took 
to code academic field. The pull-down boxes were available for unusual disciplines or 
when the sample member was not satisfied with the result of the assisted-coding 
activity. To use the assisted-coding routing, the sample member entered the name of 
the relevant academic field, and then confirmed or discarded the results of the 
matches with an assisted-coding dictionary developed from the Classification of 
Instructional Programs (U.S. Department of Education 2002). 

• Instrument developers also improved item wording, and especially screen fills to 
reduce item wording. 
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• Finally, the full-scale study instrument combined a number of instrument screens, 
thus reducing the number of overall forms and the number of data transmissions. (For 
example, forms Q65 and Q80 in the full-scale study instrument combined previously 
independent forms.) 

Table 8 compares and contrasts the faculty and instructional staff instruments used for the 
NSOPF:04 andNSOPF:99 full-scale studies. As noted in this table, 39 items were eliminated 
from the 1999 instrument, 51 items were simplified or otherwise revised, 1 item was added, and 
3 items were unchanged. 



Table 8. Content and formatting changes to the NSOPF:99 faculty questionnaire in preparation 
for the NSOPF:04 instrument: 2004 





NSOPF:99 






NSOPF:04 


Item 


Content 


Action 


Item 


Changes 


1 


Instructional duties 


Revised 


1 


Wording change to highlight that teaching includes 
credit and noncredit courses; on screen 
descriptions of instruction duties 


2 


Credit status of instructional duties 


Revised 


2 


Response options for instructional duties item 
changed to Yes/No for credits awarded for classes 


3 


Principal activity 


Revised 


4 


Pubic service option added; other specify for 
administration removed 


4 


Faculty status 


Revised 


3 


Faculty status “defined” as at target institution 


5 


Full- and part-time status 


Revised 


5 


Response category order changed 






New 


6 


For part-time faculty/instructional staff, is position 
your primary employment 


6 


Reason working in part-time position 


Revised 


8 


Wording for response option modified; reason for 
holding PT position eliminated 


7 


Year began job 


Revised 


9 


Stem wording revised 


8 


Rank 


Revised 


10 


Open-ended specify field eliminated; examples 
given for “other” response option 


9 


Year achieved rank 


Revised 


11 


Stem modified to specify at “any institution”; 
response population subset to professors or 
associate professors only 


10 


Tenure status/date of tenure 


Revised 


12/13 


Stem modified to specify tenure at “any institution” 


11 


Duration of contract 


Deleted 






12 


Type of appointment 


Deleted 






13 


Chair of department 


Deleted 






14 


Principal field of teaching 


Revised 


16 


Assisted coding of teaching field discipline using 
Classification of Instructional Programs added 


15 


Principal field of research 


Revised 


54 


Stem wording changed to field of “scholarly 
activities”; assisted coding of discipline using 
Classification of Instructional Programs added; 
response population subset to respondents without 
specified teaching field 


16 


Degrees obtained (year received, field, 


Revised 




Formatted for web data collection, stem wording 




and name, city, state of institution 
awarding) 






changed 








17A1 


Flighest degree only collected 








17A1B 


If highest degree reported is professional degree, 
does respondent also have PhD 








17A2 


Year received highest degree 








17A3 


Assisted coding of discipline using Classification of 



Instructional Programs added 

See notes at end of table. 
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Table 8. Content and formatting changes to the NSOPF:99 faculty questionnaire in preparation 
for the NSOPF:04 instrument: 2004 — Continued 





NSOPF:99 






NSOPF;04 


Item 


Content 


Action 


Item 


Changes 








17A4 


Name, city, and state of Institution awarding highest 
degree collected; respondent assisted online 
coding of Institution using Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System added 








17D 


Year bachelor’s degree awarded (If highest degree 
above bachelor’s); 


17 


Working toward a degree 


Deleted 






18 


Degree working toward 


Deleted 






19 


Primary employment 


Deleted 






20 


Outside consulting 


Deleted 






21 


Other professional employment 


Revised 


18 


Stem changed to Include “all” positions outside of 
target Institution 


22 


Number of other professional jobs 


Revised 


19A 


Formatted to Include gate question; number of jobs 




during fall term 




19B 


expanded to Include Information on “full-time jobs” 
at other postsecondary Institutions 


23 


Total jobs held In postsecondary 
education 


Deleted 






24 


First and most recent jobs In higher 


Revised 


21/23/ 


NSOPF;04 simplified this question from 18 to 4 




education: years held, Institution type, 




24/26 


data elements. Item for 2004 asks If current job 




primary responsibility, employment 






was first postsecondary education position, when 




status and title 






position began, employment status, and tenure 
status of the position 


25 


Years teaching In higher education 


Deleted 






26 


Number of positions ever held outside 


Revised 


27 


Changed to positions ever held outside 




of higher education 






postsecondary education since highest degree 


27 


Job status of those positions 


Deleted 






28 


First and most recent jobs outside of 


Revised 


28 


Item simplified from 10 to 1 data elements. Item 




higher ed: Type of employer, and 






now collects only the employment sector of most 




primary responsibility 






recent job; first profession position outside higher 
education eliminated 


29 


Scholarly activities during career; 


Revised 


52A/52B 


Formatted for web Instrument; joint/sole 




scholarly activities during past 2 years 






responsibility eliminated; stem wording and Item 
strings revised 


30 


Average time spent In activities per 


Revised 


31 


Item strings reworded and revised to Include more 




week 






examples’ open-ended specify field eliminated 


31 


Allocation of working time, preferred 


Revised 


32 


Preferred allocation eliminated; Item reformatted for 




allocation of working time 






web Instrument; response categories combined, 
reworded, and simplified (e.g., asked only about 
time at target Institution, focus changed to 
Instructional activities, professional growth/ 
administratlon/service combined 


32 


Committee assignments 


Revised 


48 


Reformatted for web; stem wording revised to 
eliminate student level and number of committees 
chaired and served 


33 


Number of classes taught 


Revised 


35A 


Reformatted for web; Item expanded to Include the 
number of “classes/sections” taught for credit and 
not for credit, wording revised to Include “taught for 
credit toward degree” 


34 


Number of different courses taught 


Deleted 






35/36 


Number of remedial classes taught; 


Revised 


35B 


Item wording revised to Include “remedial or 




number of remedial classes not 






developmental classes”; second Item on distance 




creditable towards degree 






education added 


37 


Number of continuing education 
classes taught 


Deleted 






38 


Number of noncredit continuing 
education classes taught 


Deleted 






See notes at end of table. 
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Table 8. Content and formatting changes to the NSOPF:99 faculty questionnaire in preparation 
for the NSOPF:04 instrument: 2004 — Continued 





NSOPF:99 






NSOPF;04 


Item 


Content 


Action 


Item 


Changes 


39 


Number of students In all noncredit 
classes 


Deleted 






40 


Number of classes taught for credit 


Revised 




See question 35A above 


41 


Details on up to five credit classes, 


Revised 


36/37 


Reformatted for web; gate Item of teachIng/lab 




Including discipline; description (weeks 






assistants added; class description matrix 




class met, credit hours, hours class 






simplified; Information collected Included number of 




met/week, number teaching assistants. 






weeks and hours per week respondent taught 




number students, class team taught, 






class, credits for the class, number of students, and 




hours per week respondent taught, 
and remedial and/or distance 
education); level of students. 
Instructional method; and Instructional 
medium 






level of students 


42 


Undergraduate evaluation methods 


Revised 


38 


Stem wording revised, response options added, 
deleted, and revised; response values reworded 


43 


Websites 


Revised 


39 


Stem wording changed to Include all Instructional 
duties; response population subset to persons with 
Instructional duties 


44 


How websites used 


Deleted 






45 


E-mall 


Deleted 






46 


Student percentage using e-mall 


Deleted 






47 


Hours spent responding to student 


Revised 


41 


Stem wording revised to Include “communicating 




e-mall 






with students”; response population subset to 
persons with Instructional duties 


48 


Internet access available 


Deleted 






49 


Individual Instruction 


Revised 


46/47/ 


Gate question added; stem wording changed; Item 








47B 


reformatted for web 


50 


Contact hours with advisees 


Revised 


50 


Reformatted for web; stem wording revised 


51 


Office hours 


Revised 


51 


Stem wording expanded to Include In-person and 
online office hours 


52 


Engaged In research 


Revised 


53 


Stem wording revised; reference period the entire 
academic year 


53 


Type of primary research 


Revised 


56 


Stem wording revised to Include “principal scholarly 
activity”; reference period the academic year; open- 
ended specify field eliminated 


54 


Engaged In funded research 


Revised 


55 


Stem wording revised to Include “scholarly activities 
at target school” and exclude funding from basic 
salary; reference period the academic year 


55 


Principal/co-principal Investigator on 
funded research 


Deleted 






56 


Number supported by grants 


Deleted 






57 


Sources of funding 


Deleted 






58 


Total number of grants 


Deleted 






59a 


Total funds 


Deleted 






59b 


How received funds were used 


Deleted 






60 


Evaluation of facilities and resources 


Deleted 






61 


Use of Institutional funds 


Deleted 






62 


Number and type of administrative 
committees 


Deleted 






63 


Hours spent on administrative 


Revised 


49 


Reformatted for web, stem wording revised to 




committee work 






Include examples 


64 


Union membership 


Revised 


14/15 


Item reformatted for web; gate question added 


65 


Satisfaction with Instructional duties 


Revised 


61 


Number of response options reduced; new options 
added 


66 


Job satisfaction 


Revised 


62 


Number of response options reduced 


67 


Likelihood of leaving job 


Deleted 






See notes at end of table. 
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Table 8. Content and formatting changes to the NSOPF:99 faculty questionnaire in preparation 




for the NSOPF:04 instrument: 2004— 


-Continued 






NSOPF:99 






NSOPF:04 


Item 


Content 


Action 


Item 


Changes 


68 


Age to stop working at postsecondary 
institution 


Deleted 






69 


Factors influencing possible decision 
to leave 


Deleted 






70 


Most important factor regarding 
decision 


Deleted 






71 


Option to draw on retirement 


Deleted 






72 


Retired previously 


Unchanged 


64 




73 


Early retirement option 


Deleted 






74 


Age planning to retire 


Unchanged 


65 




75a/76 


Basic salary for academic year/ 


Revised 


66/66B 


Reformatted for web with follow-up screen for 




Compensation for calendar year 






nonrespondents; stem wording revised to stress 
confidentiality; item wording revised to simplify 
response categories and provide examples 


75b 


Basis of basic salary 


Revised 


67/68/69 


Reformatted for web into separate items; item 
wording revised to collect contract length and 
other pay arrangements; open-ended specify field 
eliminated 


77 


Income of spouse/significant other 


Deleted 






78 


Number of persons in household 


Deleted 






79 


Household income 


Revised 


70A/70B 


Reformatted for web with follow-up screen for 
nonrespondents; stem wording revised to include 
respondent’s salary reported earlier and onscreen 
definition of household income; follow-up screen 
for item nonrespondents added 


80 


Number of dependents 


Revised 


79 


Item changed to number of dependent children 


81 


Gender 


Unchanged 


71 




82 


Month and year of birth 


Revised 


72 


Birth month eliminated 


83 


Ethnicity 


Revised 


73 


Reformatted for web instrument 


84 


Race 


Revised 


74 


Response options reordered to match current 
federal standards for collecting racial information 


85 


Disability 


Revised 


75 


Stem wording revised to include additional on- 
screen definitions 


86 


Type of disability 


Deleted 






87 


Marital status 


Revised 


77 


Wording and order of response options modified 


88 


Employment of spouse/significant 
other 


Deleted 






89 


Country of birth 


Revised 


80 


Revised to ask if born in U.S. 


90 


Citizenship status 


Revised 


81 


Visa status and distinction between 
native/naturalized citizenship eliminated 


91 


Parent and spouse education level 


Deleted 






92 


Opinions about target institution 


Revised 


82/83 


Number of response options reduced; new 
options added 


— 


Open-ended comments 


Deleted 







NOTE: Numbers in table correspond with the question number in the instruments. Question numbers 7, 20, 22, 25, 29, 30, 33, 34, 
40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 57, 58, 59, 60, 63, 76, and 78 in the NSOPF:04 faculty questionnaire were eliminated before data collection, and 
the instrument was not renumbered. 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:04). 

2.3 Institution Data Collection 

The goals of the institution data oolleetion for the NSOPF:04 study were to oolleet a list 
of full- and part-time faeulty and instructional staff (referred to as a “faculty list”) from each 
sampled institution and to obtain a completed questionnaire from each sampled institution. As 
described in section 2.1.4, the faculty list was used for selecting the faculty sample and also 
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provided the contact information used for faculty data collection activities. The institution 
questionnaire, detailed in section 2.2.3, collected information on the policies and practices 
affecting full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff. To facilitate the process of obtaining 
faculty lists and completing the institution questionnaire, an institution website was developed, 
and for each sampled institution, the Chief Administrator (CA) was asked to appoint an 
Institution Coordinator (IC). 

2.3.1 Institution Website 

The NSoFaS:04 website served a number of functions for both the NSOPF:04 and 
NPSAS:04 studies. For institutions, it was a central repository for all study documents and 
instructions. It allowed for the uploading of electronic lists of faculty and instructional staff. In 
addition, it housed the institution questionnaire for the Institution Coordinator to complete 
online. Figure 1 presents the home page of the NSoFaS:04 website. 

Figure 1. The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students institution website home page 




SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Faculty 
and Students (NSoFaS:04) website. 

Visitors to the website were provided with the following links (see navigation bar on the 
left side of the screen); 

• Early Contacting provided information about the early institution contacting process 
for NSoFaS:04 for the initial stage. Section 2.3.2 provides details of early institution 
contacting. 
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• About NSOPF (faculty) provided information on the study’s mandate and researeh 
objectives, with a link to National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reports 
from previous study cycles. 

• About NPSAS (student) provided comparable information (as noted above) for the 
student component of NSoEaS:04. 

• Instructions provided links that allowed institution staff to view and print copies of 
various NSOPE:04 and NPSAS:04 forms (in pdf format). 

• Endorsements listed the 25 national organizations that endorsed both studies. (The 24 
NSOPE:04 endorsements are listed in appendix E; one endorsement was applicable 
only to proprietary sehools that were eligible for NPSAS:04 but ineligible for 
NSOPE:04). 

• Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) included questions and answers eoncerning all 
stages of data collection for both components of NSoEaS:04. 

• Help provided the help desk toll-free number and e-mail address for contacting 
project staff, along with instructions for logging in. 

• Contact Us contained address information for RTI International. 

• Other NCES Sites links to three NCES websites that provided more information about 
NCES programs and how to order publications. 

All data entry applieations were protected by Seeure Sockets Eayer (SSE) eneryption. 
Eurther security was provided by an automatic “time out” feature, through which a user was 
automatieally logged out of the NSOPE;04 institution questionnaire if the system was idle for 30 
minutes or longer. The system did not use any persistent “cookies,”^^ thus adhering to the 
Department of Education’s privacy policy. 

A status screen, shown in figure 2, indicated which stages of institution data eollection 
were completed (denoted by a check mark) and allowed institutions to seleet those stages that 
were not yet completed. Onee a stage was completed, it was no longer aeeessible via the Web. 



A persistent cookie is a piece of information, such as an IPEDS ID, that can be stored in a file on the user’s 
computer. This information could then be used to identify a computer without the user even logging into the 
application. 
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Figure 2. The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students institution website status screen 




SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Faculty 
and Students (NSoFaS:04) website. 



2.3.2 Institution Contacting 

The eligible institution sample for the NSoFaS;04 consisted of 1,630 institutions, of 
which 1,070 were sampled for NSOPF:04 as well as NPSAS;04. These 1,070 institutions were 
recruited to participate in both components ofNSoFaS:04 (NSOPF:04 andNPSAS:04). The 
fielding of NSOPF:04 and NPSAS:04 together as the National Study of Faculty and Students 
was one of three changes made in the institution contacting procedures for this cycle of NSOPF. 

The second change was to administer the institution questionnaire as a web or CATI 
instrument, with no hardcopy equivalent. 

The third change was to begin recruiting institutions and initiating coordinator contacts in 
March 2003 — a full 8 months prior to the November reference date for the fall term, and roughly 
5 to 6 months earlier than the September start dates of previous cycles. This change was 
prompted by the need to draw a faculty sample and subsequently contact sampled faculty for 
participation prior to the 2004 summer break. It was hoped that the additional lead time would 
allow schools to better plan for the staffing and resources required for participation within the 
study’s schedule constraints, allow institutions additional time to initiate and complete any 
internal review procedures they felt necessary, and also allow the contractor time to work with 
institutions to resolve any potential roadblocks to their participation. This advance notification 
was intended both to speed up receipt of faculty lists, and to positively impact the institution 
response rate. By sampling and contacting faculty earlier in the academic year, it was hoped that 
a higher faculty response rate could be achieved. 
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Prior to the field test, endorsements from organizations that had previously endorsed 
NSOPF and/or NPSAS were renewed and extended, as appropriate, to bothNSoFaS:04 
eomponent studies. An effort was also made to solieit new endorsements from other 
organizations as well. In all, 25 organizations endorsed both eomponents of NSoFaS;04; 24 of 
these were relevant to NSOPF:04. These endorsements were featured on all project letterhead 
and pamphlets and on the NSoFaS website. In addition, several of these organizations continued 
to promote the study throughout the data collection period in newsletters and other 
communications with their member institutions. See appendix E for a list of the 24 organizations 
that endorsed NSOPF: 04. 

For NSOPF:04, data collection proceeded in four stages: 

• verification; 

• institution recruitment; 

• advance notification of the coordinator; and 

• faculty list and institution questionnaire data collection procedures. 

Procedures for each stage of data collection are outlined below. 

Verification 

Verification began on January 23, 2003, and was completed prior to the start of 
institution recruitment on March 10, 2003. Institution contactors were trained to contact the 
institution at their main number, verily address information and confirm the name and contact 
information for the CA at the institution. They also confirmed that the school was Title IV 
eligible and open to the general public during the fall 2003 term. 

Institutions flagged as potentially ineligible — including closed institutions and 
institutions that indicated they were not Title IV eligible or open to the general public — ^were 
forwarded to project staff for review. Project staff also reviewed instances of sampled institutions 
merging with other institutions (sampled or unsampled), possible changes in mission that could 
affect the institution’s sampling strata, and changes in name or address, to confirm the institution 
was eligible and correctly identified. 

Institution recruitment and advance notification of the coordinator 

Institution recruitment began on March 10, 2003. The Chief Administrator (CA) at each 
institution sampled for NSoFaS:04 was sent the following materials (see appendix F for copies of 
these letters and pamphlets): 

• a cover letter, printed on NCES letterhead, providing background information on 
NSOPE:04 andNPSAS:04; 

• an NSoEaS:04 pamphlet summarizing the objectives of both NPSAS:04 and 
NSOPE:04, and providing background information and selected findings for each 
component; 



One of the 25 organizations, associated with for-profit schools ineligible for NSOPF, was asked only for an 
endorsement for NPSAS. 
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• an NSOPF:04 pamphlet, included to show what had been prepared for mailing to the 
sampled faculty; 

• a NPSAS:04 pamphlet, included to show what had been prepared for mailing to 
sampled students; and 

• a project timeline outlining the flow of activities for both component studies of 
NSoFaS;04 , and the projected schedule for each. 

A team of institution contactors followed up with the CA by telephone. The CA was 
asked to name an Institution Coordinator (IC) by completing the Designation of Coordinator 
form online, or providing the information over the telephone. Once the IC was identified, they 
were mailed an identical packet, with a cover letter informing them that they would be mailed 
complete instructions for their participation in each component in September. 

During this advance notification stage of data collection, ICs were asked to complete an 
online Coordinator Response Form (CRF) which could also be administered by CATI (see 
appendix F). This instrument confirmed that the institution could supply the items requested for 
the faculty and student lists within the stated schedule constraints. It also contained items 
designed to expedite collection of student record information for the student component. 

ICs who indicated that a formal review process (such as an Institutional Review Board 
[IRB] review) was necessary before their institution would agree to participate were forwarded 
additional project materials as appropriate. A complete IRB approval packet was prepared for 
this purpose and mailed to the IC upon request. This packet included copies of instruments, as 
well as complete descriptions of relevant survey procedures (e.g., confidentiality and informed 
consent). 

Faculty list collection procedures 

Complete instructions for participation in both NSOPF:04 and NPSAS;04 were sent to all 
designated ICs on September 29, 2003. Binders continued to be mailed to ICs on a flow basis as 
they were designated. The mailing, which was packaged in a three-ring binder, included the 
following materials: 

• a cover letter describing the study, the institution’s password, IPEDS unit ID,'^ and 
URL (web address) necessary to access the NSoFaS:04 website (a separate letter was 
created for NPSAS:04-only sampled institutions); 

• a copy of the letter that went to the CA, and a facsimile of the Designation of 
Coordinator form; 

• a complete list of endorsements; 

• a project timeline outlining the flow of activities for both component studies of 
NSoFaS:04 , and the projected schedule for each; 

• instructions for preparing the list of faculty and instructional staff, including a list of 
data elements requested, and a suggested fide layout; 



Chief Administrators and Institution Coordinators used their institution IPEDS unit ID and a password to 
authenticate to the institution website. Faculty and instructional staff were assigned a study ID and password to 
authenticate to the faculty website. 
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• complete instruetions for partieipation in eaeh phase of NSoFaS:04; and 

• a list of transmittal options for sending faeulty lists, by mail, e-mail, and direet upload 
to the NSoFaS:04 website, together with an express eourier paeket and label for 
mailing the lists if required. 

The instruetions direeted the ICs to provide a list of full- and part-time faeulty and 
instruetional staff, ineluding all personnel who had faeulty status or any instruetional 
responsibilities during the fall 2003 term. Institutions were eneouraged to submit an eleetronie 
list by uploading it to the seeure website. The data items requested for eaeh listed faeulty or 
instruetional staff member were 

• full name; 

• aeademie diseipline; 

• department/program affiliation; 

• full-time/part-time status; 

• gender; 

• raee/ethnieity; 

• employee ID number (to eliminate duplieates from sample); and 

• eontact information (institution and home mailing address, institution and home 
e-mail address [if available], and home and eampus telephone numbers). 

Follow-up with ICs was eondueted by telephone, mail, and e-mail. Telephone prompts to 
the ICs were made for institutions that had not provided lists. To minimize the number of 
eontacts made to an IC, prompting for NSOPF:04 was combined with prompting for NPSAS:04. 
E-mail prompts to ICs, keyed to pending projeet deadlines, were regularly utilized. E-mail 
prompts foeused on timely eompletion of requested materials and eneouraged review of the 
instruetions for partieipation. As faeulty lists were reeeived, they were reviewed for 
completeness, readability, and aecuraey. Additional follow-up to clarify the information 
provided or retrieve missing information was eondueted by the institution eontactors as 
neeessary. 

Counts of full- and part-time faculty were colleeted in both the institution questionnaire 
and in the faeulty lists. Eor eaeh institution, the eounts of full- and part-time faeulty were 
eheeked against those provided in the institution questionnaire and against 2001 IPEDS Eall 
Staff Survey data. IPEDS data were used for diserepaney eheeks whenever institution 
questionnaire data were unavailable but also served as an additional eheek to eateh inaccuracies 
in matehing questionnaire/list data that otherwise would not have been diseovered. Eor further 
details regarding quality eontrol eheeks, see seetion 4.1.2. 

Reimbursement for the time and staff involved in providing the faeulty list was offered to 
institutions indieating a diffieulty in eomplying with the request within sehedule eonstraints. A 
refusal conversion letter was mailed to institutions that had not responded by November 21, 

2003. The letter underseored the offer of reimbursement. Beginning in May 2004 a flat $500 
reimbursement was offered to institutions for providing the outstanding faeulty and student lists 
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by the end of June. This offer was extended both to explicit refusals and schools which indicated 
cooperation but had yet to comply. 

For institutions lacking the resources to provide a complete list of full- and part-time 
faculty despite the offer of reimbursement, list information was, if possible, abstracted from 
course catalogs, faculty directories, and other publicly available sources. Those institutions for 
which usable lists were identified were notified of this sampling procedure; institutions which 
indicated that they did not want their faculty included in the sample were excluded. Faculty lists 
abstracted in this fashion were reviewed for completeness against IPEDS before being approved 
for sampling. Faculty list collection continued through July 11. 

Institution questionnaire data collection procedures 

Institution Coordinators were asked to complete the institution questionnaire (described 
in section 2.2.3) using the study’s institution website. Institution questionnaire follow-up was 
conducted simultaneously with follow-up for lists of faculty. If an institution was unable to 
complete the questionnaire online, efforts were made to collect the information over the 
telephone. This often involved contacting multiple offices within the institution, as questions 
about benefits and tenure policies could most frequently be completed by human resources 
and/or the academic affairs office, while questions about faculty counts and turnover were 
typically answered by institutional research staff. 

To expedite data collection, missing questionnaire data was, in some instances, abstracted 
directly from benefits and policy documentation supplied by the institution, or publicly available 
on the institution’s website. In addition, several large multi-campus systems provided data for 
their campuses at a system level or indicated that specific policy and benefits information was 
the same for all related campuses. 

Refusal conversion efforts for the institution questionnaire were conducted with 
institutions regardless of whether they supplied a list of faculty. After August, institutions which 
had not completed the questionnaire were offered a reimbursement of $50 for providing the 
questionnaire within schedule constraints. Data collection for the institution questionnaire closed 
on October 22, 2004. 

Administrative systems and procedures 

To efficiently track all mail and telephone follow-up (both incoming and outgoing) and 
processing and sampling activities, the study utilized an Institution Contacting System (ICS) 
specifically designed to meet the needs of the NSoFaS:04 project. The ICS was accessible to 
contactors. Call Center supervisors, and project staff The NSoFaS:04 ICS was designed so that 
a change in status (e.g., a completed Designation of Coordinator form) automatically generated 
the next step (e.g., a mailout to the IC and an automatic appointment for telephone follow-up). 
Electronic call notes documented the outcome of every conversation. The system allowed 
interviewers to set appointments for future follow-up. Through the ICS, the interviewer had the 
ability to designate an IC, provide contact information, and access the institution questionnaire 
and other data collection instruments. The ICS gave interviewers the ability to generate an 
automatic e-mail to ICs containing the password and IPEDS unit ID required for access. The 



RTI’s Call Center Services provides telephone, web, and tracing services for a wide variety of projects, and 
operates two call centers: one in Raleigh, NC, and one in Greenville, NC. 



32 





Chapter 2. Design and Implementation of NSOPF:04 



problem report form feature of the ICS allowed institution eontactors to immediately forward 
speoifie eall notes to an e-mail box monitored by projeet staff. This ensured that refusals, 
requests for remails, and calls requiring follow-up by project staff were handled promptly. 

Quality Circle meetings, attended by interviewers, supervisors, team leaders, and project 
staff, were held on a weekly basis to share ideas for gaining institutional cooperation and 
suggestions for improving procedures. Project staff solicited feedback from call center personnel 
on the ICS, scripts, and handling problems reported by respondents (e.g., difficulties accessing 
the website). 

2.4 Faculty Data Collection 

The NSOPF:04 utilized a mixed-mode data collection methodology that allowed sample 
members to participate either by web-based self-administered questionnaire or via an 
interviewer-administered telephone interview. At the start of faculty data collection, introductory 
materials were sent to sample members via first class mail as well as electronic mail (if an e-mail 
address was available). The initial letter included instructions for completing the self- 
administered questionnaire on the Internet or by calling a toll-free number to complete a 
telephone interview. After an initial 4-week period, telephone interviewers began calling sample 
members. The self- administered web instrument remained available to respondents throughout 
data collection. An early-response incentive, designed to encourage sample members to complete 
the self-administered questionnaire prior to outgoing CATI calls, was offered to sample members 
who completed the questionnaire within 4 weeks of the initial mailing. Incentives were also 
offered to selected sample members as necessary (i.e., those who refused and other 
nonrespondents). 

2.4.1 Faculty Website 

The website for the NSOPF:04 served a dual purpose. The primary function was to 
provide access to the web questionnaire for the sampled faculty and instructional staff. The 
secondary function was to provide information about the study, the selected sample, the sponsor, 
the contractor, and confidentiality. In addition to the information available on the site, links were 
provided to other relevant sites (e.g., NCES). The home page of the NSOPF:04 faculty website is 
depicted in figure 3. 

The initial login page provided access to the self-administered questionnaire. The login 
process involved entering a specific study ID and password, which were provided to the 
respondent in every letter and e-mail message. Respondents could also obtain their study ID and 
password by sending an e-mail to the project, or by contacting a help desk agent at the 
NSOPF:04 toll-free number. 

As with the institution application, the web instrument was protected by SSL encryption, 
an automatic time out feature, and omission of any persistent cookies. 
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Figure 3. The NSOPF:04 faculty website home page 
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Sponsored By: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S, Departrvtent of Education 



Endorsements 



Confidentiality 



Home / Login 

OMB Clearance No.: 1850-0608 
Eypiration Date: 12/31/2006 

Burden Statement 

Welcome to the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) web site. 

We request your participation in this fourth cycle of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty . You have been scientifically 
selected as a member of the NSOPF;04 sample, We thank you in advance for your participation, The cooperation of faculty and 
instructional staff like you will be the key to another successful NSOPF study in 2004. The project staff are ready to assist you as 
you respond to the questionnaire. 

To access the NSOPF questionnaire online, enter your study ID and password, which are printed at the bottom of your NSOPF cover 
letter that was sent in the mail and may also have been included in an e-mail message to you. You will need to use Internet 
Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. 



Study ID; [_ 

Password; Q 



[ Login 1 1 Forgot Password | 

If your login attempt fails and returns to this form without providing an error message, it may be because you have pop-up 
windows blocked or because your browser has Java Scripting disabled. 



If you need assistance, send an e-mail to r 



a or call the Help Desk at 1-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304) (toll-free). 



National Cantar for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences 

U.S. Department of Education 

1990 K Street. NW. Washington, DC 20006 USA 



To help protect your security, Internet Explorer has restricted tNs file from showing active content that could access your computer. Click here for options. .. 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

2.4.2 Locating and Interviewing Procedures 

The NSOPF:04 faculty data collection design involved locating sample members, 
providing an opportunity for the faculty or instructional staff to complete the self-administered 
questionnaire, and following up with web nonrespondents after 4 weeks to conduct a computer- 
assisted telephone interview. The data collection period lasted approximately 9 months (January 
15 through October 6, 2004). Data collection activities for faculty are shown in figure 4. 
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Figure 4. NSOPF:04 faculty data collection overview 




' If a home address was available for the sample member, the lead letter package was mailed to the home. If there was no home 
address, the package was mailed to the school address. If there was no specific school address available, the package was mailed 
to the main address on file for the school. Sending packages to the home address resulted in a higher response rate compared to 
sending packages to the school address (78 percent versus 67 percent; x2 = 565.6, p < .0001). 

^ The web interview option was available throughout data collection, even after telephone follow-up began. 

^ The sample member’s office and home telephone numbers were called by computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI) 
interviewers. If no specific telephone number was available for the sample member, the school’s main telephone number was used. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:04). 
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Mailouts 

Faculty and instructional staff were sent a lead letter, instructions for accessing the web 
instrument via the Internet or with the assistance of a telephone interviewer, and a study 
pamphlet. (Examples of these materials are included in appendix F.) The lead letter introduced 
the study and listed the organizations that endorsed the study. If an e-mail address was available 
for a sample member, the introduction to the study was also sent via e-mail. 

Periodically throughout the data collection period, reminder letters and e-mail messages 
were sent to nonrespondents to encourage their participation and to notify them of the incentive, 
if applicable. Examples of these follow-up contacts are ineluded in appendix F. 

Locating 

Identifying a valid mailing address and telephone number for all selected faculty and 
instructional staff sampled from known institutions was critical to the success of the NSOPF:04. 
Eocating activities were conducted in two stages: advance tracing, which took place before data 
collection began, and intensive tracing conducted during data collection. 

Advance tracing. Upon receipt of faculty lists from participating institutions, contact 
information for the sampled faculty and instructional staff was reviewed and assessed for 
completeness. Schools for which fewer than 75 percent of the sampled cases had e-mail 
addresses (n = 430) were selected for tracing before being sent a lead letter. Prior to CATI 
operations, home contact information was sent to Telematch to obtain the latest telephone 
numbers. 

Initial tracing efforts included searches on the school’s website for contact information. 
When this was not an option, more extensive database searches were employed during intensive 
tracing. In some cases, the searches confirmed or updated the contact information provided by 
the institution; in other cases, the searches resulted in new contact information. All locating 
information obtained as a result of these searches was loaded into the NSOPF:04 database. 

Intensive tracing. Intensive traeing was performed on a case if advance tracing did not 
yield a telephone number for loading in CATI, or if the case was designated as a dead end in 
CATI (i.e., there were no more telephone numbers to call for the case). The following steps were 
performed by the tracing unit to locate sample members. 

• Check the preloaded information using an online directory assistance seareh. This 
step was intended to identify the easy-to-locate cases (e.g., cases with the correct 
telephone number but the wrong area code). 

• Conduct credit bureau database searehes. The traeing staff had access to various 
proprietary databases (TransUnion, Equifax, and Experian) containing current address 
and phone listings for the majority of consumers with a credit history. 

• Conduct additional intensive tracing. This step included (but was not limited to) 
searches using Lexis-Nexis and FastData, directory assistance calls, and searches of 
institution websites for campus directories. 

Tracing staff checked all new leads procured during their tracing efforts to confirm the 
addresses and telephone numbers that were obtained. When a telephone number for a sample 
member was confirmed, telephone interviewing resumed for that case. Cases with new address 
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information were mailed a lead-letter paeket. If the traeing staff loeated a new e-mail address for 
a sample member, the information was loaded into the database for future e-mail reminders and 
other mailings to nonrespondents. 

Staff training 

The mixed-mode design of the NSOPF:04 data eollection required the development of 
three separate training programs for data eolleetors: help desk training, CATI interviewer 
training, and traeing. In addition, separate training sessions were eondueted for supervisors and 
monitors. 

Detailed NSOPF:04 interviewer manuals were distributed at the outset of eaeh training 
session. These manuals served as both an instruction guide for the training lectures, discussions, 
and practical exercises and as a reference guide for use after completion of training. 

Supplemental chapters that covered additional duties were provided for supervisors, monitors, 
and help desk agents. The manual’s table of contents and an agenda for telephone interviewer 
training are included in appendix G. 

All training sessions included a study overview, a review of the confidentiality 
requirements, a demonstration interview, an in-depth review of the instrument, hands-on practice 
exercises with the instrument, and open-ended coding modules. In addition, the help desk and 
telephone interviewer training sessions included the following additional topics: 

• Help desk agents reviewed the “frequently asked questions” in detail, with a focus on 
responses to technical issues as well as instrument-specific questions, and instructions 
for documenting each call to the study hotline. 

• Telephone interviewers were trained in techniques for gaining cooperation of sample 
members, and of other contacts, as well as techniques for addressing the concerns of 
reluctant participants and for avoiding refusals. 

Self-administered questionnaires 

The first phase of data collection, lasting 4 weeks after the lead letters were mailed, 
provided an opportunity for respondents to complete the self-administered questionnaire via the 
Internet before the telephone follow-up calls began. The web interview site remained available 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week, thereby giving sample members the option to complete the 
questionnaire online during the entire 9 months of data collection. 

Help desk operations 

The NSOPF:04 help desk opened on January 15, 2004, in anticipation of the first 
respondent calls after the lead-letter mailing. The help desk staff were available to assist sample 
members who had questions or problems accessing and completing the self-administered 
questionnaire. A toll-free hotline was set up to accept incoming help desk calls. If technical 
difficulties prevented a sample member from completing the self-administered questionnaire, a 
help desk staff member, also trained to conduct telephone interviews, would encourage the caller 
to complete a telephone interview rather than to attempt the self-administered questionnaire. 

All incoming calls from sample members were documented using the help desk software. 
In addition to this primary documentation function, the software provided information needed to 
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verify a sample member’s identity, login information (study ID and password) for the web 
questionnaire, and a means for traeking ealls that eould not be resolved immediately. 

The help desk software also provided projeet staff with reports on the types and 
frequeney of problems experieneed by sample members, as well as a way to monitor the 
resolution status of all help desk inquiries. 

Telephone interviewing 

Telephone prompts to nonrespondents began on February 12, 2004, at the end of the 
early-response ineentive period. CATI proeedures ineluded attempts to loeate, gain eooperation 
from, and interview study sample members who had not eompleted the questionnaire online. 
Interviewers eneouraged respondents to complete the interview by telephone as soon as they 
made contact. However, if the sample member expressed a preference for completing the self- 
administered questionnaire via the Internet, a callback was scheduled for 1 week later. During 
these callbacks, interviewers again prompted the faculty members to complete the questionnaire 
by telephone. 

Refusal conversion procedures were used to gain cooperation from individuals who 
refused to complete the questionnaire. When a refusal was first encountered, either because the 
sample member refused or because a “gatekeeper” (secretary or spouse) refused on behalf of the 
sample member, the case was referred to a refusal conversion specialist. Refusal conversion 
specialists were selected from among those interviewers most skilled at obtaining cooperation 
and were given training in refusal conversion techniques tailored to NSOPF:04. The refusal 
training emphasized ways to gain cooperation, overcome objections, address the concerns of 
gatekeepers, and encourage participation. 

2.5 Data Collection Systems 

2.5.1 Instrument Development and Documentation System 

The Instrument Development and Documentation System (ID ADS) is a controlled web 
environment in which project staff developed, reviewed, modified, and communicated changes 
to specifications, code, and documentation for the NSOPF:04 instrument. All information 
relating to the NSOPF:04 instrument was stored in a Structured Query Language (SQL) Server 
database and was made accessible through Windows and web interfaces. There are three 
modules within ID ADS: specification, programming, and documentation. 

Initial specifications were generated within the ID ADS specification module. This 
module enabled access for searching, reviewing, commenting on, updating, exporting, and 
importing information associated with instrument development. All records were maintained 
individually for each item, which provided a historical account of all changes requested by both 
project staff and NCES. 

Once specifications were finalized, the programming module within ID ADS produced 
hypertext transfer markup language (html). Active Server Pages (ASP), and JavaScript template 
program code for each screen based on the contents of the SQL Server database. This output 
included screen wording, response options, and code to write the responses to a database, as well 
as code to automatically handle such web instrument functions as backing up and moving 
forward, and recording timer data. For questions that had changed significantly since the field 
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test, the programming staff edited the automatieally generated eode to eustomize sereen 
appearanee and program response-based routing. For questions with minor ehanges, the 
programming staff simply modified the program eode used in the field test. 

The documentation module eontained the finalized version of all instrument items, their 
sereen wording, and variable and value labels. Also ineluded were the more teehnieal 
deseriptions of items sueh as variable types (alpha or numerie), information regarding to whom 
the item was administered, and frequeney distributions for response eategories. The 
doeumentation module was used to generate the instrument faesimiles and the Eleetronie 
Codebook (ECB) input fdes. 

2.5.2 Integrated Management System 

All aspeets of the study were under the eontrol of an Integrated Management System 
(IMS). The IMS was a eomprehensive set of desktop tools designed to give projeet staff and 
NCES aeeess to a eentralized, easily aeeessible repository for projeet data and doeuments. The 
NSOPE:04 IMS eonsisted of three eomponents: the management module, the Reeeipt Control 
System (RCS), and the Case Management System (CMS). 

The management module of the IMS eontained tools and strategies to assist projeet staff 
and the NCES projeet offieer in managing the study. All information pertinent to the study was 
loeated there, aeeessible via the Internet, in a seeure desktop environment. Available on the IMS 
website were the projeet sehedule, monthly progress reports, daily data eolleetion reports and 
status reports (available through the RCS deseribed below), projeet plans and speeifieations, 
projeet information and deliverables, instrument speeifieations, staff eontaets, the projeet 
bibliography, a doeument arehive, and frequeneies for the faeulty and institution data. The IMS 
management module also had a download area from whieh the elient and subeontraetors 
retrieved large files when neeessary. 

The Receipt Control System (RCS) was an integrated set of systems that monitored all 
aetivities related to data eolleetion, ineluding traeing and loeating. Through the RCS, projeet 
staff were able to perform stage-speeifie aetivities, traek ease statuses, identify problems early, 
and implement solutions effeetively. RCS loeator data were used for a number of daily tasks 
related to sample maintenanee. Speeifieally, the mailout program produeed mailings to sample 
members, the query system enabled administrators to review the loeator information and status 
for a partieular ease, and the mail return system enabled projeet staff to update the loeator 
database. The RCS also interaeted with the Case Management System and traeing unit databases, 
sending loeator data among the three systems as neeessary. 

The Case Management System (CMS) was the teehnologieal infrastrueture that eonneeted 
the various eomponents of the CATI system, ineluding the questionnaire, utility sereens, 
databases, eall seheduler, report modules, links to outside systems, and other system 
eomponents. The eall seheduler assigned eases to interviewers in a predefined priority order. In 
addition to delivering appointments to interviewers at the appropriate time, the eall seheduler 
also ealeulated the priority seores (the order in whieh eases need to be ealled based on 
preprogrammed rules), sorted eases in non-appointment queues, and eomputed time zone 
adjustments to ensure that the sampled respondents were not phoned outside the speeified ealling 
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2 1 

hours. The call scheduler also allowed callbacks to be set and assigned status codes to the case. 
Using an algorithm based on the previous call results, the call scheduler determined which 
telephone number (e.g., home or work) associated with the case should be called next. 



Call Center hours were 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturday, 1 :30 p.m. 
to 9:30 p.m. Sunday, Eastern Standard Time. The CMS was programmed to account for time zones such that 
respondents would not be called after 9:00 p.m. local time. Work numbers were only called 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday, local time. 
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The success of the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04) was 
dependent upon achieving high levels of cooperation at all stages of the data collection process. 
The data collection results — namely the institution and faculty response rates, along with the 
results of the efforts that contributed to those rates — are the focus of this chapter. 

3.1 Institution Data Collection Results 

3.1.1 Institution Participation 

Of the 1,080 institutions selected to participate in NSOPF:04, 1,070 were eligible 
institutions.^^ Of the eligible institutions, 97 percent (unweighted) appointed an Institution 
Coordinator (IC) to assist with study requirements and 85 percent completed the Coordinator 
Response Form (CRF), indicating their initial intent to participate in both components of the 
study and adhere to project timelines. Ultimately, 91 (unweighted) percent of the eligible 
institutions provided a list of faculty and 86 percent completed institution questionnaires. 

Fifty-seven institutions indicated having policies that required the 2004 National Study of 
Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04) survey request be submitted to their Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) for formal approval. One advantage of the advance notification period is that it 
allowed the contractor sufficient time to prepare customized IRB approval packages for 
submission to each of these institutions. This procedure expedited the approval process and 
alleviated the burden on the IC. Of the 60 institutions that were sent IRB approval packages, all 
but three approved participation in NSOPF:04. 

Faculty lists 

Two key changes in data collection procedures had the potential to impact faculty list 
participation rates for NSOPF:04; namely the advance notification initiative begun in March 
2003, and the decision to combine the data collection efforts for NSOPF:04 with the 2004 
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:04) under the NSoFaS:04. Table 9 compares 
the participation rate achieved in NSOPF:04 with previous cycles. 



Ineligible institutions included institutions treated as mergers and reported for by other institutions, closed 
institutions, and institutions that did not meet eligibility requirements. Numbers of institutions are rounded to the 
nearest 10. 
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Table 9. Number and percentage of institutions providing faculty lists, by cycle of National 
Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF): 1988 to 2004 



NSOPF cycle 


Number of eligible 
institutions 


Number of institutions 
providing list 


Unweighted percent 
participation rate^ 


NSOPF:88 field test 


110 


100 


91.4 


NSOPF:88 full-scale study 


480 


450 


93.5 


NSOPF:93 field test 


140 


120 


89.0 


NSOPF:93 full-scale study 


960 


820 


84.9 


NSOPF:99 field test 


160 


150 


90.1 


NSOPF:99 full-scale study 


960 


820 


85.4 


NSOPF:04 field test 


150 


130 


89.9 


NSOPF:04 full-scale study 


1,070 


980 


91.3 



Percentages are based on the number of eligible institutions within the row under consideration, and are based on 
original unrounded numbers. 

NOTE: Numbers of eligible institutions and numbers of institutions providing lists are rounded to the nearest 10. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

A total of 980 (91 percent, unweighted and weighted) of eligible institutions provided a 
faculty list, with all institutional strata exceeding a weighted participation rate of 85 percent. The 
breakdown of institutions providing faculty lists, by institution type, is presented in table 10. 

Table 10. Number and percentage of institutions providing faculty lists, by type of institution: 
2004 

Number of institutions Percent participation rate^ 



Institution type 


Eligible 


Participating 


Unweighted 


Weighted 


Total 


1,070 


980 






Public doctoral 


190 


180 


92.7 


93.2 


Public master’s 


120 


100 


89.7 


89.1 


Public bachelor’s 


30 


30 


92.9 


88.4 


Public associate’s 


330 


290 


89.1 


87.4 


Public other 


10 


10 


100.0 


100.0 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


110 


100 


92.0 


95.6 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


80 


80 


92.6 


86.8 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


130 


120 


94.6 


93.1 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


10 


10 


75.0 


96.0 


Private not-for-profit other 


60 


60 


93.3 


91.8 



Percentages are based on the number of eligible institutions within the row under consideration, and are based on 
original unrounded numbers. 

NOTE: Number of eligible and participating institutions are rounded to the nearest 1 0. Detail may not sum to totals 
because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Institution questionnaire 

A total of 920 institutions, representing 84 percent of eligible institutions, completed the 
institution questionnaire. Table 1 1 provides a breakdown of institution participation by strata. 
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Table 11. Number and percentage of institutions providing institution questionnaires, by type of 
institution: 2004 

Number of institutions Participation rate percent^ 



Institution type 


Eligible 


Participating 


Unweighted 


Weighted 


Total 


1,070 


920 


86.1 


84.2 


Public doctoral 


190 


170 


86.5 


84.7 


Public master’s 


120 


110 


90.5 


89.6 


Public bachelor’s 


30 


30 


100.0 


100.0 


Public associate’s 


330 


290 


89.1 


83.6 


Public other 


10 


10 


87.5 


98.9 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


110 


90 


80.4 


83.7 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


80 


70 


81.5 


79.8 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


130 


110 


83.8 


77.7 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


10 


10 


75.0 


86.0 


Private not-for-profit other 


60 


50 


76.7 


76.2 



Percentages are based on the number of eligible institutions within the row under consideration, and are based on 
original unrounded numbers. 

NOTE: Number of eligible and participating institutions are rounded to the nearest 1 0. Detail may not sum to totals 
because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Table 12 shows the breakdown of eompleted institution questionnaires by mode of 
administration. Those completed in computer assisted telephone interview (CATI) mode include 
instances where the questionnaire was finalized with interviewer assistance (e.g., questionnaires 
wholly or partially data-entered by project staff from information supplied on hardcopy by the 
institution) and questionnaires completed, wholly or partly, by CATI. Web completions are 
defined as those questionnaires transmitted as complete by the institution, although some 
institutions may have provided some responses in CATI. Nearly 81 percent of institutions 
completed the institution questionnaire using the Web, and 19 percent completed it with the help 
of an interviewer. By comparison, in 1999, the only previous cycle in which a web questionnaire 
was used, 69 percent of the questionnaires were done on paper, and 3 1 percent were done on the 
Web. The percentage of interviews completed at least in part by CATI is fairly consistent with 
the number of questionnaires completed with interviewer assistance in previous cycles. 
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3.1.2 Institution Survey Compietion Timing 

The timing analysis was conducted by embedding time stamps in the programming code 
for each form (screen) in the survey. From these time stamps, the number of seconds spent on 
each screen (on-screen time) and the transit time between screens (i.e., the time required to 
transmit data to the server, for the server to store the data and assemble the next page, and for the 
page to be transmitted and loaded on the computer) were calculated. A cumulative on-screen 
time and a cumulative transit time for the institution survey also were calculated from the time 
stamps. The sum of the cumulative on-screen and transit times was the total instrument time (i.e., 
the number of minutes it took to administer the institution questionnaire). 

Unlike most questionnaires, which require the respondent to complete the survey in 
sequential order, the institution questionnaire included a status screen that allowed respondents 
to jump to particular questions they could answer, and skip over ones they could not answer. For 
most institutions, the questionnaire was completed in multiple internet sessions and, in some 
cases, by multiple people at the institution. 

The target time to complete the institution questionnaire was 45 minutes. Based on the 
time stamps for each form, the actual time to complete the questionnaire ranged from less than 

'^'5 

1 minute to 4 hours and 9 minutes, with an average of 35 minutes. Of these 35 minutes, 
approximately 3 1 minutes, on average, were spent answering questions (on-screen time) and 5 
minutes, on average, were spent in transit. These numbers may be misleading because some 
institutions may have completed the sample hardcopy version of the questionnaire in advance, so 
their time to complete the web questionnaire simply reflected the time it took to key in their 
responses. 

Table 13 reports the average and maximum times (in seconds) to complete each form in 
the institution instrument. Ten forms (screens) of the institution survey took more than 1 minute 
to complete, on average. Each of these forms required the respondent to look up information 
and/or requested several pieces of information, which accounts for the longer times on these 
screens. 



The average time excludes 28 cases with unexplained negative transit times. Some very short survey completion 
times may be attributed to institutions who answered a small subset of items in the questionnaire. Very long survey 
times may be the result of the respondent timing out repeatedly while in the questionnaire (e.g., answering the 
phone). 
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Table 13. 


Average and maximum completion time, in seconds, for forms in the institution 
questionnaire: 2004 








Time in seconds Number of 


Form 


Description 


Average 


Maximum 


cases 


II 


Number full-/part-time faculty, fall 2003 


211 


1,319 


920 


MB 


Flave full-/part-time faculty, fall 2003 


25 


166 


200 


12 


Changes in number of full-time faculty 


252 


1,585 


920 


I2A 


Reason for discrepancy, IIAand I2G 


84 


538 


240 


13 


Full-time tenure: has tenure system 


26 


434 


920 


14 


Full-time tenure: number considered for tenure, 2002-03 


62 


620 


750 


15 


Full-time tenure: number granted tenure, 2002-03 


16 


164 


650 


16 


Full-time tenure: maximum years on tenure track 


39 


399 


740 


17 


Full-time tenure: institution actions, last 5 years 


55 


436 


740 


I7SP 


Full-time tenure: number early retirees, last 5 years 


53 


586 


400 


18 


Full-time tenure: discontinued tenure system, last 5 years 


15 


125 


190 


19 


Full-time faculty: positions sought to fill, fall 2003 


45 


403 


910 


I10A 


Full-time faculty: benefits available 


111 


1,091 


910 


MOB 


Full-time faculty: benefits subsidized 


58 


443 


900 


111 


Full-time faculty: other benefits available 


80 


427 


910 


112 


Full-time faculty: union representation 


20 


408 


910 


113 


Full-time faculty: teaching assessment 


64 


457 


910 


114 


Part-time benefit: retirement plan 


38 


435 


910 


I15A 


Part-time faculty: benefits available 


61 


479 


910 


I15B 


Part-time faculty: benefits subsidized 


35 


319 


530 


116 


Part-time faculty: other benefits available 


52 


327 


910 


117 


Part-time faculty: union representation 


14 


200 


910 


118 


Part-time faculty: teaching assessment 


41 


320 


910 


119 


Undergraduate instruction: percent assignment 


126 


941 


920 


120 


Comments/suggestions 


143 


785 


920 



NOTE: The number of cases per form varies due to the interview skip logic. Outliers for each form were top coded 
(mean + 3 standard deviations). Numbers of cases are rounded to the nearest 10. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

3.2 Faculty Data Collection Results 

Faculty data collection efforts for NSOPF:04 eonsisted of three essential steps: loeating 
(identifying telephone numbers and addresses for sample members), contacting (carrying out the 
neeessary steps to reaeh the faculty member), and encouraging survey completion by web-based 
self-administration or CATI. This section describes the results of the NSOPF:04 data collection 
effort and evaluates the effectiveness of the data colleetion proeedures used in locating, 
contacting, and interviewing sample members. 

3.2.1 Response Rate 

Overall contacting and survey completion results for the faeulty contact phase of 
NSOPF:04 are presented in figure 5. Of the 35,630 cases in the original sample, 1,300 
(4 percent) were excluded because they were ineligible for the study or deeeased. Of the 34,330 
eligible sample members, 29,820 (87 pereent) were eontacted and 26,1 10 eompleted the survey, 
for an unweighted and weighted response rate of 76 pereent achieved in the 9-month period from 
January 15 to October 6, 2004. 
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Figure 5. Contacting and survey compietion outcomes: 2004 



Sample 

n = 35,630 



Not Contacted Exclusions 

n = 4,500 n = 1,300 



Deceased = 50 
Ineligibles = 1,250 




NOTE: Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Table 14 shows the response rates of faeulty by institution type. Response rates range 
from 67 pereent (weighted) of faeulty at publie baehelor’s degree-granting institutions to 91 
pereent (weighted) of faeulty at private not-for-profit assoeiate’s degree-granting institutions. 




Table 14. Number of sampled, eligible, and responding faculty and response rates, by institution 
type: 2004 







Faculty 




Percent response rate^ 


Institution type 


Sampled 


Eligible^ 


Responding^ 


Unweighted Weighted 


Total 


35,629 


34,330 


26,110 


76.1 75.6 



Institution level 
2-year 

4-year non-doctorate-grantIng 
4-year doctorate-granting 

Institution control 



Public 


23,280 


22,450 


17,120 


76.2 


76.0 


Private not-for-profit 


12,349 


11,880 


8,990 


75.7 


74.7 


Institution type 


Public doctoral 


9,827 


9,500 


7,460 


78.6 


78.1 


Public master’s 


3,485 


3,350 


2,620 


78.1 


78.5 


Public bachelor’s 


693 


680 


510 


75.4 


67.4 


Public associate’s 


9,129 


8,770 


6,420 


73.1 


73.7 


Public other 


146 


140 


110 


73.6 


73.3 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


4,652 


4,470 


3,160 


70.7 


68.2 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


3,020 


2,890 


2,270 


78.6 


78.5 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


3,218 


3,120 


2,520 


80.8 


78.7 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


242 


240 


190 


79.8 


91.0 


Private not-for-profit other 


1,217 


1,160 


850 


73.1 


70.6 



Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

^ Percentages are based on the number of eligible faculty within the row under consideration. Percentages are based on 
original unrounded numbers. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary 
Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



9,188 


8,830 


6,440 


73.0 


73.7 


8,747 


8,430 


6,720 


79.7 


78.6 


17,694 


17,070 


12,950 


75.8 


75.0 
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Table 15 presents faculty response rates by when the lead letter package was mailed. 
Response rates range from 56 percent for one of the later mailings to 80 percent for the first 
mailing. 



Table 15. Faculty response rates, by date lead letter package was mailed: 2004 



Date mailed 


Number 

eligible^ 


Percent 
response rate^ 


Total 


34,330 


76.1 


January 14-February 13, 2004 


18,690 


80.3 


February 14-March 13, 2004 


7,910 


76.3 


March 14-April 13, 2004 


1,230 


74.6 


April 14-May 13, 2004 


3,330 


67.1 


May 14-June13, 2004 


1,520 


55.9 


June 14-July 13, 2004 


1,260 


62.7 


July 14-July 21, 2004 


390 


67.5 



Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 



Percentages are based on the number of eligible faculty within the row under consideration. Percentages are based 
on original unrounded numbers. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



3.2.2 Locating and Survey Completion 

Most of the faculty lists provided by the institutions contained contact information for 
sample members, including the sample member’s name, office telephone number, school name, 
school address, and department. For some cases, home addresses also were provided. In addition, 
a number of approaches were used to locate faculty and instructional staff, including advance 
tracing, the initial mailing to all sample members, follow-up letters and e-mails to 
nonrespondents, telephone tracing (interviewers calling telephone numbers provided on the 
faculty lists as well as any additional numbers obtained during the course of making those calls), 
and intensive tracing (i.e., using consumer databases, internet searches, and criss-cross 
directories). 

Before the start of data collection, schools’ faculty lists were assessed for completeness 
of contact information. As necessary, advance tracing, described in section 2.4.2, was conducted. 
As shown in table 16, the contact information provided by the school proved effective in 
contacting faculty and instructional staff; 83 percent of sample members required no intensive 
tracing, while the remaining 17 percent required intensive tracing. Intensive tracing was required 
when a case did not have a telephone number associated with it or the CATI calls had exhausted 
all numbers for the case without reaching the sampled individual. Approximately 52 percent of 
cases sent to intensive tracing were located, compared to 90 percent of cases not sent to intensive 
tracing. Further, only 40 percent of cases sent to intensive tracing completed an interview 
compared with 80 percent of cases not sent to intensive tracing. 
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Table 16. Locate and interview rates, by intensive tracing efforts: 2004 



Intensive tracing status 


Total 


Located 

Number^ 


Percent^ 


Completed survey 
Number^ Percent^ 


Total 


35,629 


29,820 


83.7 


26,110 


73.3 


Intensive tracing required 


5,943 


3,080 


51.8 


2,360 


39.7 


No intensive tracing required 


29,686 


26,750 


90.1 


23,750 


80.0 



^ Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

^ Percentages are based on the total within the row under consideration. 

^ Percentages are based on the number of eligible faculty within the row under consideration. Percentages are based 
on original unrounded numbers. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Table 17 provides an overview of the primary sourees used by traeers during the 
intensive traeing proeess. Traeers generally used multiple sourees when traeing a ease, so no one 
souree ean be pinpointed as the one that resulted in the “loeate.” Among the sourees used most 
frequently for intensive traeing were internet searehes, direetory assistanee, and various 
eonsumer database searehes. 



Table 17. Locate rates, by intensive tracing source: 2004 



Tracing source 


Total 


Located 

Number 


Percent^ 


Internet search 


3,726 


1,739 


46.7 


Directory assistance 


3,529 


1,730 


49.0 


Consumer database search — Lexis-Nexis 


2,911 


1,251 


43.0 


Reverse phone lookup — FastData 


2,238 


1,105 


49.4 


Name search — FastData 


3,276 


1,531 


46.7 


Address search — FastData 


2,279 


997 


43.7 


Neighbor search — FastData 


14 


4 


28.6 


Directory Assistance Plus — FastData 


526 


216 


41.1 


Consumer database search — TransUnion 


2,374 


1,131 


47.6 


Consumer database search — Experian search on Social Security number 


1,394 


723 


51.9 


Consumer database search — Experian address search 


1,690 


762 


45.1 


ether collateral source 


1,714 


768 


44.8 



' Percentages are based on the total within the row under consideration. 

NOTE: Most cases were traced using multiple sources; therefore, row totals and percents are not mutually exclusive. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



The breakdown of faeulty and instruetional staff requiring intensive traeing, by faeulty 
status and institution type, is presented in table 18. Thirty-two pereent of part-time faeulty 
required intensive traeing, eompared to 7 pereent for full-time faeulty (x^= 3806.9, /> < .0001). 
Seventeen pereent of faeulty at publie institutions required intensive traeing eompared to 16 
pereent at private not-for-profit institutions (x = \6.5,p < .0001). 
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Table 18. Faculty and instructional staff requiring intensive tracing procedures, by employment 
status and institution type: 2004 


Employment status and institution type 


Total 


Intensive tracing 
Number 


Percent^ 


Total 


35,629 


5,943 


16.7 


Employment status 


Full-time 


21,891 


1,544 


7.1 


Part-time 


13,008 


4,210 


32.4 


Unknown employment status 


730 


189 


25.9 


Institution control 


Public 


23,280 


4,019 


17.3 


Private not-for-profit 


12,349 


1,924 


15.6 


Institution type 


Public doctoral 


9,827 


951 


9.7 


Public master’s 


3,485 


455 


13.1 


Public bachelor’s 


693 


134 


19.3 


Public associate’s 


9,129 


2,465 


27.0 


Public other 


146 


14 


9.6 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


4,652 


733 


15.8 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


3,020 


473 


15.7 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


3,218 


462 


14.4 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


242 


27 


11.2 


Private not-for-profit other 

1 . . . . . .... . r . 


1,217 


229 


18.8 



' Percentages are based on the number of sample members within the row under consideration. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



The results of faculty and instructional staff locating and survey completion, by faculty 
status and institution type, are shown in table 19. Ninety percent of full-time faculty members 
were located, compared with 75 percent of part-time faculty (x^= 1414.6, < .0001). Eighty-one 
percent of full-time faculty completed the survey, compared with 69 percent of part-time faculty 
(X = 903.8,;? < .0001). When examined by institution type, locate rates ranged from 80 to 88 
percent. Survey completion rates ranged from 71 percent for faculty at private not-for-profit 
doctorate-granting institutions to 81 percent at private not-for-profit baccalaureate -granting 
institutions. 
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Table 19. Faculty locating and survey completion results, by employment status and institution 
type: 2004 





Total 


Located 


Number 


Completed survey 


Employment status and institution type 


sample 


Number^ 


Percent^ 


eligible^ 


Number^ 


Percent^ 


Total 


35,629 


29,820 


83.7 


34,330 


26,110 


76.1 


Employment status 


Full-time 


21,891 


19,580 


89.5 


21,390 


17,250 


80.6 


Part-time 


13,008 


9,740 


74.9 


12,270 


8,430 


68.7 


Unknown employment status 


730 


500 


68.8 


660 


420 


64.3 


Institution control 


Public 


23,280 


19,520 


83.9 


22,450 


17,120 


76.2 


Private not-for-profit 


12,349 


10,300 


83.4 


11,880 


8,990 


75.7 


Institution type 


Public doctoral 


9,827 


8,600 


87.5 


9,500 


7,460 


78.6 


Public master’s 


3,485 


2,950 


84.5 


3,350 


2,620 


78.1 


Public bachelor’s 


693 


560 


81.7 


680 


510 


75.4 


Public associate’s 


9,129 


7,280 


79.8 


8,770 


6,420 


73.1 


Public other 


146 


130 


85.6 


140 


110 


73.6 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


4,652 


3,770 


81.1 


4,470 


3,160 


70.7 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


3,020 


2,540 


84.0 


2,890 


2,270 


78.6 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


3,218 


2,800 


87.0 


3,120 


2,520 


80.8 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


242 


200 


84.3 


240 


190 


79.8 


Private not-for-profit other 


1,217 


990 


80.9 


1,160 


850 


73.1 



' Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

^ Percentages are based on the number of sample members within the row under consideration. Percentages are 
based on original unrounded numbers. 

® Percentages are based on the number of eligible sample members within the row under consideration. Percentages 
are based on original unrounded numbers. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

The results of faeulty and instruetional staff survey eompletion by mode of data 
eolleetion are presented in table 20. A total of 19,780 respondents (76 pereent) eompleted the 
self-administered questionnaire and 6,330 respondents (24 pereent) eompleted the CATI 
interview. (It should be noted that 59.2 pereent eompleted the survey during the early phase, 
without telephone followup). While NSOPF:04 exeeeded the goal of having 50 pereent of 
eompletes by web, a substantial portion of these web surveys were eompleted only after having 
been called by a CATI interviewer. 
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Table 20. Response rates and mode of completion, by employment status and institution type: 
2004 













Mode of completion 




Employment status and 


Number 


Total complete 


Self-administered 


CATI 


institution type 


eligible^ 


Number^ 


Percent^ 


Number^ 


Percent^ 


Number^ 


Percent^ 


Total 


34,330 


26,110 


76.1 


19,780 


75.8 


6,330 


24.3 


Employment status 
















Full-time 


21,390 


17,250 


80.6 


13,980 


81.0 


3,280 


19.0 


Part-time 


12,270 


8,430 


68.7 


5,500 


65.2 


2,940 


34.8 


Unknown employment status 


660 


420 


64.3 


300 


71.9 


120 


28.1 


Institution control 
















Public 


22,450 


17,120 


76.2 


12,850 


75.1 


4,270 


24.9 


Private not-for-profit 


11,880 


8,990 


75.7 


6,930 


77.1 


2,060 


22.9 


Institution type 
















Public doctoral 


9,500 


7,460 


78.6 


6,090 


81.6 


1,370 


18.4 


Public master’s 


3,350 


2,620 


78.1 


1,980 


75.6 


640 


24.4 


Public bachelor’s 


680 


510 


75.4 


360 


69.6 


160 


30.4 


Public associate’s 


8,770 


6,420 


73.1 


4,350 


67.7 


2,070 


32.3 


Public other 


140 


110 


73.6 


70 


68.9 


30 


31.1 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


4,470 


3,160 


70.7 


2,520 


79.9 


640 


20.2 


Private not-for-profit master’s 
Private not-for-profit 


2,890 


2,270 


78.6 


1,700 


74.8 


570 


25.2 


bachelor’s 


3,120 


2,520 


80.8 


1,950 


77.4 


570 


22.6 


Private not-for-profit 
















associate’s 


240 


190 


79.8 


160 


83.7 


30 


16.3 


Private not-for-profit other 


1,160 


850 


73.1 


600 


70.6 


250 


29.5 


' Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 



^ Percentages are based on the number of eligible sample members within the row under consideration. Percentages 
are based on original unrounded numbers. 

^ Percentages are based on the number of completed interviews within the row under consideration. Percentages are 
based on original unrounded numbers. 

NOTE: All percents are unweighted. Reporting excludes 1,300 cases determined to be ineligible for study. CATI = 
computer assisted telephone interview. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Eighty-one percent of full-time faculty completed the self-administered survey, compared 
to 65 percent of part-time faculty (x = 116.6, p < .0001). Seventy-seven percent of faculty and 
instructional staff at private not-for-profit institutions completed the self-administered survey, 
compared to 75 percent of faculty at public institutions (x^= 13.6, /> < .0002). Self-administered 
web survey completion rates by institution type ranged from 68 percent for public associate’s 
degree-granting schools to 84 percent for private not-for-profit associate’s degree-granting 
schools. The cumulative response rate, overall and by mode, is shown in figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Cumulative response rates, by mode of completion: 2004 



Percent 




NOTE: Mode of completion for respondents who switched modes was determined by the mode at the time of survey 
completion. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

3.2.3 E-mail Contacting Efforts 

E-mail addresses of faculty and instructional staff were requested in the faculty lists. 
Where e-mail addresses were not provided by the institution, efforts were made through an 
advance search of the institution’s online directory for e-mail addresses of sample members as 
well as other database searches. In addition, some sample members provided e-mail addresses 
when contacted by a telephone interviewer. E-mail addresses were available for 27,980 
(82 percent) of the 34,330 eligible sample members. 

Periodically throughout the data collection period, e-mail messages were sent to 
nonrespondents to encourage their participation (see appendix E). Sample members who received 
e-mails were more likely to complete the survey (78 percent) compared to sample members to 
whom no e-mail reminders were sent (53 percent; ^ = 1867. l,p< .0001). Respondents with 
e-mail addresses were more likely to complete the self-administered web questionnaire 
(79 percent) than were respondents who were not sent e-mail reminders (55 percent; 976.1, 

p <0.0001). 

3.2.4 Refusal Conversion Efforts 

Refusal conversion measures were used to gain cooperation from individuals who refused 
to participate when contacted by telephone interviewers. Refusals came not only from sample 
members, but also occasionally from other household members or other contacts (such as 
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secretaries).^"^ Whenever a refusal was encountered, unless it was deemed hostile, the case was 
referred to a specialist trained in refusal conversion techniques. Refusal conversion specialists 
were chosen based on their performance as interviewers, with those who were the most skilled in 
obtaining cooperation given additional training in converting refusals. This training was tailored 
to the concerns of faculty members and gatekeepers regarding participation, and focused on 
gaining cooperation and encouraging participation. 

Ten percent of contacted cases refused to participate at some point during data collection. 
However, 18 percent of these cases were successfully converted and eventually completed the 
survey. Fifty-nine percent of the converted cases completed the web self-administered 
questionnaire, and 41 percent completed a telephone interview. An abbreviated instrument, 
consisting of sections A (nature of employment), B (academic/professional background), and G 
(sociodemographic characteristics) from the faculty instrument, was developed to convert 
nonrespondents by offering a shorter (10 minute) interview. The abbreviated instrument, used 
only in the final 3 weeks of data collection, yielded 1,610 interviews. 

3.2.5 Incentives 

For the NSOPF:04 full-scale data collection, three types of incentives were offered to 
eligible sample members. In accordance with findings from the NSOPF;04 field test incentive 
experiment (Heuer et al. 2004), incentives were offered during two phases of data collection: 
an initial early-response incentive period and a nonresponse incentive period. In addition to those 
periods, refusal incentives were made available following initial refusals. During each incentive 
phase, respondents were offered the choice of a $30 check or a $30 gift certificate to 
Amazon.com. 

The initial early-response incentive was offered to all sample members for completion of 
the questionnaire within the first 4 weeks of data collection. The early-response incentive was 
designed to increase the response rate during the initial phase of data collection and promote a 
higher rate of web self-administered responses and reduce costs associated with telephone 
interviewing. Following the initial 4-week period, CATI telephone prompting began. During this 
second phase of the study, no incentive was offered to respondents for completing the interview. 
All nonrespondents from the first phase were contacted by telephone and asked to complete the 
survey, either on the phone or via the Web at their convenience. 

Any sample member who refused to participate in the study was flagged for the refusal 
incentive. A refusal conversion letter was sent out to explain the study and request that the 
sample member reconsider the decision not to participate and to announce the reinstitution of the 
$30 incentive for participating. 



Nearly 77 percent of all refusals were made by sample members, while the remaining 23 percent were made by 
other household members or other contacts. Of the sample members who initially refused, 17 percent eventually 
completed an interview. 

The field test experimental design consisted of three randomly assigned early-response incentive groups who were 
offered $0, $20, or $30 to complete the self-administered questionnaire over the Internet within 3 weeks of the initial 
mailing and two nonresponse incentive groups of $0 and $30 for those who had not completed the survey by a 
certain date during data collection. The early-response incentive yielded 31 and 34 percent response rates for the 
$20 and $30 incentives, respectively, compared with a 16 percent response rate for the control group. The 
nonresponse incentive yielded a 47 percent response rate for those offered $30 and a 34 percent response rate for 
the control group. The differences between the treatment and the control groups were statistically significant for both 
phases of the experiment; however, the apparent difference in amounts ($20 versus $30) for the early-response 
incentive period, while in the expected direction, was not statistically significant. 
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Nonresponse incentives were introduced after 8 weeks of CATI prompting of all 
nonrespondents who had not already been offered the refusal incentive. Letters and e-mail 
prompts were sent periodically to nonrespondents throughout the data collection period. All 
correspondence mentioned the incentive when it was available to sample members. Table 21 
provides a breakdown of the types of incentives offered and the results of each incentive period. 



Table 21. Faculty response rates, by incentive period: 2004 





Number^ 






Percent 




Incentive offered 


Eligible 


Responded 


Eligible^ 


Responded'' 


Response rate® 


Total 


34,330 


26,110 


76.1 


100.0 


76.1 


Early-response incentive 


34,330 


15,010 


43.7 


57.5 


43.7 


Period of no incentive 


19,320 


5,250 


27.2 


20.1 


15.3 


Refusal incentive 


2,410 


570 


23.6 


2.2 


1.7 


Nonresponse incentive 


11,660 


5,280 


45.3 


20.2 


15.4 



' Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

^ Percentages are based on original unrounded numbers. 

^ Percentages are based on the number of eligible sample members within the row under consideration. 

^ Percentages are based on the total number of respondents. 

® Percentages are based on the total number of eligible sample members. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

These results indicate that the combination of early-response incentive and other later 
incentives was required to reach the targeted response rate within the data collection schedule. 
While the early-response incentive was effective in getting 44 percent of the eligible sample 
members to complete the survey within the initial 4 weeks of the study, and an additional 15 
percent of the sample members completed within 8 weeks after the initial incentive period, the 
cumulative response rate after 12 weeks was only 59 percent. The refusal and nonresponse 
incentives were undoubtedly helpful in attaining the additional 17 percent needed to reach the 76 
percent response rate. 

3.3 Burden and Effort 

3.3.1 Faculty Survey Completion Timing 

Like the institution timing analysis, the faculty timing analysis was conducted by 
embedding time stamps in the programming code for each form (screen) in the survey. From 
these time stamps, the number of seconds spent on each screen (on-screen time) and the transit 
time between screens (i.e., the time required to transmit data to the server, the time for the server 
to store the data and assemble the next page, and the time for the page to be transmitted and 
loaded on the computer) were calculated. A cumulative on-screen time and a cumulative transit 
time for the faculty survey also were calculated from the time stamps. The sum of the cumulative 
on-screen and transit times was the total instrument time (i.e., the number of minutes it took to 
administer the faculty questionnaire). 

Following the 1999 cycle of NSOPF — ^which averaged over 50 minutes — the faculty 
questionnaire was shortened substantially, with a goal of achieving a 30-minute survey. The 
NSOPF:04 field test averaged 42 minutes. Based on the time stamps for each form in the full- 
scale instrument, the time to complete the entire survey ranged from 8 minutes to 3 hours and 
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26 

6 minutes, with an average time of 30 minutes. Of these 30 minutes, approximately 26 minutes, 
on average, were spent answering questions (on-sereen time) and 3 minutes, on average, were 
spent saving data and loading forms (transit time). 

Table 22 presents the overall timing data by mode for completed surveys (excluding 
partial and abbreviated interviews). Average on-screen time was significantly longer for CATI 
respondents than for web respondents (27 and 26 minutes, respectively; t = -4.46, < .0001), 
while the average transit time was significantly shorter for CATI respondents than for web 
respondents (1 and 4 minutes, respectively; t = 34.94, /> < .0001). Presumably, the longer on- 
screen time for CATI respondents is due to the time it takes to read text out loud, and to the fact 
that the respondent may ask questions. The shorter transit time for CATI is likely due to the use 
of a high-speed internet connection by interviewers. Some web respondents may have used 
slower dial-up connections, which increase transit time. Overall, the interview took less time for 
CATI respondents than for web respondents (29 minutes and 30 minutes, respectively; t = 7.80, 
;?< .0001). 



Table 22. Average on-screen, transit, and total survey completion time, in minutes, for the faculty 
questionnaire, by mode: 2004 





All respondents 


Web respondents 


CATI respondents 


Portion of interview 


Average 

time 


Number of 
cases ^ 


Average 

time 


Number of 
cases ^ 


Average 

time 


Number of 
cases ^ 


Total 


29.7 


24,360 


30.1 


18,630 


28.5 


5,730 


Cnscreen 


26.5 


24,360 


26.3 


18,630 


27.1 


5,730 


Transit 

1 .. . ... ....... ... 


3.2 


24,360 


3.8 


18,630 


1.4 


5,730 



NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. CATI = computer assisted telephone interview. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



The onscreen, transit, and total times were significantly shorter for surveys that were 
completed during business hours (Monday through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) compared to 
those completed during evening and weekend hours (onscreen: 26 and 27 minutes, respectively; 
t = A.19,p < .0001; transit: 3 and 4 minutes, respectively; t= \1 .11, p< .0001; total: 29 and 31 
minutes, respectively; t = 10.29, < .0001), as shown in table 23. This may be due to faster 
internet connections for web respondents at their offices compared to their homes or time 
pressures during the workday. 



Excludes the two highest outliers, both with transit times greater than 4 hours. 



55 





Chapter 3. Data Collection Outcomes 



Table 23. Average on-screen, transit, and total completion time, in minutes, by time of day and 
mode: 2004 



Web respondents CATI respondents 



Portion of 
interview 


Weekdays 9am-6pm 


Evenings/weekends 


Weekdays 9am-6pm 


Evenings/weekends 


Average 

time 


Number 
of cases^ 


Average 

time 


Number 
of cases^ 


Average 

time 


Number of 
cases^ 


Average 

time 


Number of 
cases^ 


Total 


29.2 


11,620 


31.4 


7,010 


28.5 


3,710 


28.6 


2,020 


Onscreen 


26.0 


11,620 


26.9 


7,010 


27.0 


3,710 


27.2 


2,020 


Transit 


3.3 


11,620 


4.6 


7,010 


1.5 


3,710 


1.4 


2,020 



' Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

NOTE: Abbreviated and partial interviews excluded, as well as two outliers. Detail may not sum to totals because of 
rounding. CATI = computer assisted telephone interview. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Table 24 provides the average and maximum times (in seeonds) to eomplete eaeh form in 
the faeulty instrument. Seven forms (sereens) in the faeulty survey took more than 1 minute to 
administer, on average. These tended to be the more eomplieated forms and those that eolleeted 
multiple pieees of information on a single sereen. These forms are deseribed in greater detail 
below. 

Table 24. Average and maximum completion time, in seconds, for forms in the faculty instrument: 
2004 

Ouestionnaire Time in seconds Number of 



form 


Description 


Average 


Maximum 


cases^ 


Cl 


Instructional duties, any 


19 


102 


26,110 


02 


Instructional duties related to credit courses/activities 


12 


64 


24,310 


03 


Faculty status 


10 


97 


26,110 


04 


Principal activity 


16 


87 


26,110 


Q5 


Employed full or part time at this institution 


7 


56 


26,110 


Q6 


Part-time employment is primary employment 


8 


46 


8,370 


Q8 


Part-time but preferred full-time position 


8 


63 


8,340 


Q9 


Year began current job 


21 


131 


26,110 


Q10 


Rank 


14 


85 


26,110 


Oil 


Rank, year attained professor or associate professor 


27 


194 


9,500 


012 


Tenure status 


12 


100 


26,110 


013 


Tenure, year attained at any postsecondary institution 


19 


160 


8,440 


014 


Union status 


9 


74 


26,110 


015 


Union status, reason not a member 


12 


82 


20,850 


Q16VS 


Principal field of teaching-verbatim 


24 


134 


26,110 


Q16AC 


Principal field of teaching-autocode 


30 


143 


23,590 


Q16CD 


Principal field of teaching-manual code 


54 


230 


7,480 


Q17A1 


Flighest degree 


18 


131 


26,110 


Q17A1B 


Hold PhD and professional degree 


5 


27 


2,120 


Q17A2 


Highest degree date awarded 


12 


94 


25,870 


Q17A3VS 


Highest degree field-verbatim 


16 


96 


25,860 


Q17A3AC 


Highest degree field-autocode 


16 


104 


24,710 


Q17A3CD 


Highest degree field-manual code 


30 


189 


6,570 


Q17A4 


Highest degree institution-code 


51 


245 


25,850 


See notes at end of table. 
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Table 24. Average and maximum completion time, in seconds, for forms in the faculty instrument: 
2004 — Continued 

Questionnaire Time in seconds Number of 



form 


Description 


Average 


Maximum 


cases^ 


Q17A4A 


Highest degree institution-info for later coding 


27 


87 


1,270 


Q17D 


Bachelor’s degree date awarded 


13 


96 


23,460 


Q18 


Other current jobs, number of jobs 


15 


82 


26,110 


Q19A 


Other current jobs, full-time employment 


7 


66 


8,290 


Q19B 


Other current jobs, number in postsecondary instruction 


10 


75 


8,130 


Q21 


First postsecondary job, current job is first 


17 


86 


26,110 


Q23 


First postsecondary job, year began 


18 


99 


14,310 


Q24 


First postsecondary job, part or full time 


8 


55 


26,110 


Q26 


First postsecondary job, tenure status 


11 


68 


14,780 


Q27 


Other jobs, any outside postsecondary since degree 


11 


75 


26,110 


Q28 


Other jobs, sector of previous job 


24 


123 


26,110 


Q31 


Hours worked per week 


94 


338 


24,580 


Q32 


Percent distribution of work activities 


78 


311 


24,330 


Q35A 


Number of classes taught, credit and noncredit 


44 


205 


23,600 


Q35B 


Number of classes taught, remedial and distance education 


22 


127 


21,240 


Q36 


Teaching assistant in any credit class 


9 


66 


20,230 


Q37 


Number and types of classes taught (up to five classes) 


99 


402 


20,220 


Q38 


Tools instructor used to evaluate undergraduate students 


68 


234 


16,430 


Q39 


Website for any instructional duties 


14 


140 


23,020 


Q41 


Hours per week, e-mailing students 


16 


87 


23,020 


Q46 


Individual instruction, any 


15 


94 


24,550 


Q47 


Individual instruction, number of students 


20 


124 


8,230 


Q47B 


Individual instruction, number of hours 


22 


131 


7,880 


Q48 


Hours per week, committees/advisees/office hours 


61 


251 


24,530 


Q52A 


Career publications/presentations 


100 


427 


24,490 


Q52B 


Recent publications/presentations 


47 


275 


21,190 


Q53 


Scholarly activity, any 


13 


93 


24,470 


Q54VS 


Scholarly activity, principal field-verbatim 


25 


203 


540 


Q54AC 


Scholarly activity, principal field-autocode 


14 


53 


410 


Q54CD 


Principal research field-manual code 


29 


139 


270 


Q56 


Scholarly activity, description 


17 


86 


14,000 


Q55 


Scholarly activity, any funded 


12 


76 


13,930 


Q61 


Satisfaction, authority/resources/salary/benefits 


60 


212 


24,450 


Q65 


Retirement plans/history 


18 


91 


24,440 


Q66 


Income, from institution/other sources 


111 


403 


24,420 


Q66B 


Amount of total individual income (range) 


25 


194 


2,730 


Q67 


Type of contract, length of unit 


18 


190 


24,410 


Q68 


Income paid per course/credit unit or term 


11 


75 


6,260 


Q69 


Amount of income paid per course/credit unit or term 


20 


184 


5,170 


Q70A 


Amount of total household income 


33 


171 


24,400 


Q70B 


Amount of total household income (range) 


13 


80 


3,400 


Q71 


Gender 


9 


152 


25,990 


Q72 


Age, year of birth 


6 


47 


25,990 


Q73 


Race/ethnicity, Hispanic/Latino 


4 


45 


25,980 


Q74 


Race 


9 


65 


25,980 


See notes at end of table. 
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Table 24. Average and maximum completion time, in seconds, for forms in the faculty instrument: 
2004 — Continued 



Questionnaire 

form 


Description 


Time in seconds 
Average Maximum 


Number of 
cases ^ 


Q75 


Disability, any 


10 


70 


25,980 


Q77 


Marital status, fall 2003 


7 


49 


25,980 


Q79 


Dependent children, number 


8 


48 


25,980 


Q80 


United States birth/citizenship status 


7 


55 


25,970 


Q82 


Opinion, institution fairness 


32 


125 


24,360 


Q83 


Opinion about choosing an academic career again 


8 


57 


24,360 



' Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

NOTE: The number of cases per form varies due to the interview skip logic. Outliers for each form were topcoded 
(mean + 3 standard deviations). 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Q31 and Q32. The questions that asked for the number of hours per week spent on work 
activities, Q3 1 (by paid and unpaid activities at the target institution and outside that institution), 
and the percent distribution of work activities, Q32, took 94 and 78 seconds, respectively, to 
administer. Each of these forms took longer when administered by telephone interviewers than 
when self-administered via the web instrument. Q31 averaged 91 seconds for web respondents 
compared with 103 seconds for CATI respondents {t = -13.64, < .0001). Web respondents 
averaged 76 seconds on Q32 compared with an average time of 83 seconds for CATI 
respondents {t = -7.59, < .0001). The complexity of these questions may have led to the longer 
times for CATI administration, as respondents often asked interviewers to repeat the question 
and examples, and asked questions about the appropriate category for certain types of activities. 

Q37 and Q38. Two consecutive forms, Q37 and Q38, asked for a great deal of 
information on a single screen. Q37 was a matrix-style question that asked six questions about 
each of the credit classes (up to five) the respondent taught. This form took 99 seconds, on 
average, to administer, with CATI respondents taking significantly less time than web 
respondents (94 and 100 seconds, respectively, t = 4.26, /> < .0001). The matrix of items on Q37, 
visually different from the rest of the forms in the questionnaire, likely took web respondents 
extra time to make sense of and answer. 

Q38 asked respondents to identify which of 10 different types of student evaluation tools 
were used in their classes and whether they were used in all, some, or none of the classes. This 
form took an average of 68 seconds to administer, with CATI respondents taking significantly 
longer than web respondents (93 and 60 seconds, respectively, t = -49.69, < .0001). 

Q48. This form asked for the number of hours per week the respondent spent on four 
activities (thesis/dissertation committees, administrative committees, with advisees, and office 
hours). On average, respondents took 61 seconds to complete this form, with CATI respondents 
taking significantly longer than web respondents (72 and 57 seconds, respectively, t = -24.37, 
;?< .0001). 

Q52A. Q52A, which asked for the number of career publications or presentations in 
seven categories, took an average of 100 seconds to complete. This may have required 
respondents to locate their curricula vitae and count the number of publications. CATI 
respondents spent significantly more time on this item than web respondents (106 and 98 
seconds, respectively, t = -5.%%,p < .0001). 
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Q66. The form asking about respondents’ eompensation from the target institution and 
from other sourees, Q66, took 111 seeonds to eomplete, on average. This form eonsisted of six 
ineome questions, whieh were eonsidered to be among the most sensitive items in the 
questionnaire. Average time to eomplete this form was shorter for web respondents (109 
seeonds) than for CATl respondents (118 seeonds; t = -7.60, < .0001). 

3.3.2 Help Desk 

To gain a better understanding of the problems eneountered by faeulty members 
attempting to eomplete the web self-administered questionnaire, software was developed to 
reeord eaeh help desk ineident that oeeurred during data eolleetion. For eaeh oeeurrenee, help 
desk staff eonfirmed eontaet information for the sample member, reeorded the type of problem, 
deseribed the problem and resolution, noted its status (pending or resolved), and reeorded the 
approximate time it took to assist the faeulty member. Help desk staff were trained not only to 
answer any ealls reeeived from the help desk hotline, but also to eonduet telephone interviews 
when needed. Help desk staff members assisted sample members with questions about the web 
instrument and provided teehnieal assistanee to sample members who experieneed problems 
while eompleting the self-administered web survey. Help desk agents also responded to voiee 
mail messages left by respondents when the eall eenter was elosed. 

Help desk staff assisted 3,860 faeulty members (11 pereent of the sample). Eighty-one 
pereent of these eases ealled the help desk only onee, 12 pereent ealled twiee, 4 pereent ealled 
three times, and 3 pereent ealled four or more times. Of the 3,860 faeulty members who ealled 
the help desk, 2,940 (76 pereent) eventually eompleted the survey. 

Twenty-nine pereent of the problems reported by faeulty members who ealled the help 
desk were for miseellaneous issues. The miseellaneous issues were first eoded into speeifie 
issues and then these issues were eoded into five broader eategories as shown in table 25. First 
time ealls ineluded setting an appointment for the CATl interview, providing a new phone 
number or e-mail address, promising to eomplete by phone at a later date, or promising to 
eomplete the survey on the Web. Nearly 7 pereent of help desk eontacts were faeulty members 
ealling in to refuse. Follow-up ealls to the help desk (6 pereent) ineluded faeulty members 
eheeking on the ineentive, or verifying that they had eompleted the survey. Other miseellaneous 
issues were less than 2 pereent of all eontaets. Slightly more than 1 pereent of help desk ealls 
reported that the faeulty member was not at the phone number, e-mail address, or eollege that 
was eontaeted. 

Other speeifie issues handled by the help desk ineluded requests to eomplete the survey 
by telephone (21 pereent), questions about the study (19 pereent), browser setting and eomputer 
problems (14 pereent), requests for study ID and/or password (12 pereent), errors in 
questionnaire programming (3 pereent), questions about questionnaire eontent (2 pereent), 
website being down or unavailable (1 pereent), and routing/skip problems (less than 1 pereent). 
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Table 25. Response pattern, by help desk problem type: 2004 


Type of problem 


Number 


Percent 


Total 


5,151 


100.0 


Miscellaneous 


1,491 


29.0 


First time calls (set call back date/time, etc.) 


698 


13.6 


SM called in to refuse 


352 


6.8 


Follow-up calls (checking on incentive, verifying complete) 


284 


5.5 


Other 


94 


1.8 


SM not at this number/college 


63 


1.2 


Called in to complete by phone 


1,078 


20.9 


Question about study 


964 


18.7 


Browser settings/computer problems 


694 


13.5 


Study identification (ID) code/password 


626 


12.2 


Program error 


130 


2.5 


Questionnaire content 


114 


2.2 


Website unavailable 


47 


.9 


Routing/skip problems 


7 


.1 



NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. SM = sample member. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



3.3.3 Interviewer Hours 

A total of 17,639 telephone interviewing staff hours (ineluding help desk staffing, 
telephone follow-up ealls, and CATI interview hours) were expended during faeulty data 
eolleetion. These hours do not inelude supervision, monitoring, administration, and Quality 
Cirele meetings. The average time spent per eompleted CATI interview was 2.7 hours and per 
eompleted interview overall (including web completes) was 0.7 hours. The average time to 
administer the CATI was 29 minutes, which shows that a majority of interviewer time was spent 
on other activities. These other activities focused on contacting and locating the sample member, 
with a small portion of time devoted to bringing up a case, reviewing its history, and closing the 
case (with the appropriate reschedule, comment, and disposition). A significant proportion of the 
web completes occurred after the period of telephone follow-up began and were completed only 
after several CATI follow-up calls had been made to the respondent. 

3.3.4 Number of Calls 

Telephone interviewers made 226,777 call attempts to faculty members during the 
NSOPF:04 data collection period (see table 26). The number of calls per case ranged from 0 to 
152. On average, six calls were made to each sample member. Those who were not interviewed 
received the highest average number of calls. An average of four call attempts were required for 
respondents compared to an average of 13 call attempts for nonrespondents {t = 60.9, < .0001). 
Faculty members who completed the web self-administered questionnaire were called 
significantly fewer times, with an average of three call attempts per completed survey, compared 
to an average of eight calls to CATI respondents {t = A\.5,p< .0001). 



This figure includes cases where no call attempts were made, either because the respondent completed the 
questionnaire via the Web before CATI calling began, or the individual could not be located. 
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Table 26. Total and average number of calls, by completion status and mode of completion: 2004 



Completion status/mode 


Number of 
cases ^ 


Number of 
calls 


Average 
calls per case 


Total 


35,630 


226,777 


6.4 


Interviewed 


26,110 


102,946 


3.9 


Not interviewed 


9,520 


123,831 


13.0 


By mode 


26,110 


102,946 


3.9 


Web complete 


19,780 


53,621 


2.7 


CATI complete 


6,330 


49,325 


7.8 



' Number of respondents rounded to nearest 10. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. CATI = computer assisted telephone interview. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Call screening is a growing problem for studies that rely on the telephone as a mode of 
contact. Devices such as telephone answering maehines ean be used to screen unwanted ealls. Of 
the 19,394 eases called by telephone interviewers, 15,183 cases (78 pereent) reaehed an 
answering machine at least once (see table 27). Interviewers made significantly more calls to 
cases where an answering maehine had been reached at least onee (mean attempts =13) than 
they did to cases where no answering maehine was reached (mean attempts = 5; t = -46.81, 
p < .0001). Likewise, cases where an answering machine had been reached at least once were 
less likely to have completed the interview (54 pereent) than cases where no answering maehine 
was reaehed (63 pereent; x^= 92.4, p < .0001). 



Table 27. Average call attempts, by reached answering machine: 2004 





Cases called in CATI 


Completed cases 


Result of call attempt 


Number of 
cases 


Average 
number of calls 


Number of 
cases ^ 


Average 
number of calls 


Reached answering machine at least once 


15,183 


13.4 


8,230 


11.2 


Never reached an answering machine 


4,211 


5.4 


2,630 


4.0 



NOTE: Excludes 16,240 completed cases that were never called by telephone interviewers because they completed 
the self-administered questionnaire during or soon after the early-response period of data collection. Some of the 
cases called by telephone interviewers actually completed the web self-administered questionnaire. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



Looking only at completed cases, significantly fewer ealls were required to obtain a 
eompleted interview when no answering maehine was reaehed (mean attempts = 4) eompared to 
oases in whioh an answering maehine was reaehed at least onee (mean attempts = \ \,t= -40.69, 
p < .0001). Those who possessed answering machines were inoluded in the survey definition of 
“aooessible”; however, it took oonsiderable persistenoe and resources (in the form of repeated 
oall attempts) to reaoh these faoulty members. This finding demonstrates that answering 
maehines and other oall soreening devioes are inoreasing the effort that must be expended to 
reaoh these cases, thereby driving up interviewing oosts. 



In addition, oases where an answering maehine was reaehed on more than one-half of the 
call attempts required signifioantly more effort to contact and interview. The mean number of 
attempts for cases that reaehed an answering machine less than one -half of the time was 10 
eompared to 13 (t = -15.3 ,P< .0001) for oases that reaehed an answering maehine more than 
one-half of the time. Similarly, among eompleted oases, signifioantly fewer ealls were needed to 
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complete an interview with cases where an answering machine was reached less than one-half of 
the time (mean attempts = 8) compared with those where an answering maehine was reached 
more than one-half of the time (mean attempts = 1 1; t = -12.9, < .0001). 

3.4 Conclusions 

Of the 1,070 eligible institutions, 980 (91 pereent, unweighted and weighted) provided 
faculty lists and 920 (86 percent) completed the institution questionnaire. A total of 26,1 10 
faculty and instructional staff completed the faeulty survey for a 76 percent response rate. 
Approximately three-quarters (76 percent) of respondents completed the web self-administered 
questionnaire rather than the CATI (24 pereent). Strategies that helped attain this response rate 
ineluded tracing, e-mail contacting, and refusal conversion efforts, along with targeted 
incentives. 
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Chapter 4 

Evaluation of Data Quality 

Evaluations of data quality serve to identify problems with the data collection processes 
and instruments in order to remedy them for the next cycle of the study. Project staff evaluated 
faculty list quality, item nonresponse, item mode effects, breakoffs, coding, quality control 
monitoring of interviewers, and interviewer feedback. The results of these evaluations are 
presented in this chapter. 

4.1 List Quality 

4.1.1 List Types 

Faculty lists may be characterized both by type of media — whether they are electronic or 
hardcopy — and method of transmission (e.g., fax or mail, e-mail, electronic upload). For the 
2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), institutions were asked to provide a 
single, unduplicated (i.e., duplicate entries of names removed) electronic list of faculty in any 
commonly-used and easily processed format (e.g., ASCII fixed field, comma delimited, 
spreadsheet format). These preferred electronic file formats are far less labor intensive to process 
than paper lists and more easily unduplicated by ID number. However, as in previous cycles, 
paper lists were accepted, as were multiple files (e.g., separate files of full- and part-time faculty) 
and lists in electronic formats that did not lend themselves to electronic processing (such as word 
processing formats). 

For the first time, institutions were given the option to transmit their electronic faculty 
lists via a secure upload to the National Study of Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04 ) website and 
were encouraged to do so. (In previous cycles, direct upload was available only by file-transfer 
protocols, an option that few institutions utilized). Institutions were also given the option of 
sending a CD-ROM, diskette, or paper list containing the list data or sending the list via e-mail 
(as an encrypted file, if necessary). 

As shown in table 28, the vast majority of lists received were in electronic formats. Of 
980 participating institutions, 830 (85 percent) supplied an electronic list by upload, e-mail, CD- 
ROM, or diskette. Institutions showed a clear preference for uploading their list by direct upload; 
590 institutions (60 percent of lists overall and 71 percent of electronic lists) delivered their data 
in this manner. 

NSOPF;04 clearly benefited from the increased capability and willingness of institutions 
to supply lists in electronic formats, compared to previous cycles. As table 29 shows, 65 percent 
of institutions supplied an electronic list for NSOPF:99, with a majority of them in CD-ROM or 
diskette formats sent by mail. 
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Table 28. Number of submitted faculty lists, by type of institution and transmittal mode: 2004 



Number of institutions providing lists via six transmittal modes 



Institution type 


Number of 
sample 
institutions^ 


Total 


Upload 


Electronic 
& paper 


Diskette 


Paper 


Abstracted 
from web 
directory 


E-mail 


Total 


1,080 


980 


590 


# 


40 


# 


140 


200 


Public doctoral 


190 


180 


120 


# 


# 


# 


30 


30 


Public master’s 


120 


100 


60 


# 


10 


# 


10 


30 


Public bachelor’s 


30 


30 


20 


# 


# 


# 


10 


# 


Public associate’s 


340 


290 


170 


# 


30 


# 


30 


60 


Public other 


10 


10 


10 


# 


# 


# 


# 


# 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


110 


100 


70 


# 


# 


# 


20 


20 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


80 


80 


50 


# 


# 


# 


10 


10 


Private not-for-profit 


130 


120 


70 


# 


# 


# 


20 


30 


Dacneiors 


Private not-for-profit 


10 


10 


10 


# 


# 


# 


# 


# 


associate s 


Private not-for-profit other 


60 


60 


30 


# 


# 


# 


20 


10 



# Rounds to zero. 

^ Number of institutions rounded to nearest 10. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding and because of 
duplicative forms of list transmittal modes. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



Table 29. Faculty list types, by NSOPF cycle: 1999 and 2004 





NSOPF:99 


NSOPF:04 


Type of list 


Number of 
institutions 


Unweighted 

percent^ 


Number of 
institutions 


Unweighted 

percent^ 


Total 


820 


100 


980 


100.0 


Paper 


290 


35.0 


10 


0.6 


Electronic (ftp or upload) ^ 


10 


1.1 


590 


60.4 


Electronic (E-mail) 


220 


26.6 


200 


20.7 


CD-ROM or diskette 


310 


37.2 


40 


4.0 


Abstracted from web resource^ 


— 


— 


140 


14.2 



— Not available. 

^ Percentages are based on original unrounded numbers. 

^ FTP was utilized only in 1999; upload was utilized only in 2004. 

® In 1999, lists abstracted from web resources were processed as, and included with paper lists. 

NOTE: Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. FTP = file transfer 
protocol. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

For institutions that indicated they lacked the staff or resources to eompile a list of faeulty 
on their own within sehedule eonstraints, it was sometimes possible to abstraet a list from 
employee direetories, eourse sehedules, or eourse eatalog listings available on the institution’s 
website or through other web resourees. As in past eyeles (where eourse eatalogs or directories 
were used as lists of last resort), all sueh lists were reviewed to ensure they were suffieiently 
eomplete for sampling (i.e., included both full- and part-time faeulty, did not systematieally 
exelude any subset of faeulty and instruetional staff). It should be noted that in past eyeles, 
eourse eatalogs and direetories eomprised a large pereentage of lists supplied on (or processed 
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as) paper. While the web listings utilized for NSOPF:04 required more proeessing than eleetronie 
lists (ineluding reformatting into a spreadsheet or re -keying), they proved, overall, to be far less 
problematie for proeessing and sampling than an equivalent paper list. Only 15 pereent of 
institutions submitted paper lists or had lists abstraeted from web resourees for NSOPF:04; this 
eompares to 35 pereent of institutions who submitted paper lists (ineluding lists abstraeted from 
web resourees) in NSOPF:99. 

4.1.2 List Data Quality 

As in prior administrations of this study, seeured faeulty lists were evaluated for aeeuraey 
and eompleteness of information before they were proeessed for sampling. To faeilitate quality 
eontrol, faeulty list eounts were eompared against eounts obtained from the following 
supplementary sourees: 

• the institution questionnaire and/or the file layout form, if a questionnaire was not 
eompleted but an overall faeulty eount was supplied; 

• the 2001 Integrated Postseeondary Edueation Data System (IPEDS) Eall Staff Survey; 

• the Contaet Information and Eile Eayout (CIFE) form (whieh ineluded faeulty eounts, 
and used when questionnaire data was unavailable); and 

• NSOPE:99: frame data from the 1999 survey. 

Diserepaneies in eounts of full- and part-time faeulty between the faeulty list and other 
sourees that were outside the expeeted range were investigated. All institutions with submitted 
lists that failed any eheeks were reeontaeted to resolve the observed diserepaneies. 

Beeause of time and definitional differenees between NSOPE and IPEDS, it was 
expeeted that the faeulty eounts obtained from the institutions and IPEDS would inelude 
diserepaneies. Consequently, quality eontrol eheeks against IPEDS were less stringent than those 
against the institution questionnaire. However, list eount eomparisons against IPEDS and 
NSOPE: 99 data were useful in identifying systematie errors, partieularly those related to 
miseoding of the employment status of faeulty members. Table 30 shows the types of 
diserepaneies eneountered by type of institution. 
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Table 30. Type of discrepancies encountered, by type of institution: 2004 






Discrepant with 




Insufficient data 


Institution type 


Sampled 

institutions 


IPEDS 


QUEX Unreadable 


Needed for 
sampling 


CIFL 


Total 


1,080 


300 


280 


10 


180 


190 


Public doctoral 


190 


70 


50 


# 


40 


30 


Public master’s 


120 


30 


30 


# 


10 


20 


Public bachelor’s 


30 


10 


10 


# 


10 


10 


Public associate’s 


340 


80 


90 


# 


30 


60 


Public other 


10 


# 


# 


# 


# 


# 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


110 


40 


30 


# 


20 


20 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


80 


20 


20 


# 


20 


10 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


130 


30 


40 


# 


30 


20 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


10 


# 


# 


# 


# 


# 


Private not-for-profit other 


60 


20 


20 


# 


20 


10 



# Rounds to zero. 

NOTE: IPEDS is the National Center for Education Statistics (NOES) Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System; QUEX refers to the institution questionnaire; CIFL refers to the contact information and file layout forms. 
Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Table 31 shows the pereent differenees between the three sourees of data for all eyeles of 
NSOPF (1988, 1993, 1999, and 2004). The diserepaneies between the faeulty lists and institution 
questionnaire eounts have deelined over time. Also, table 32 shows mean differenees between 
sources of data across all cycles of NSOPF. More details regarding the quality of faculty lists 
secured for NSOPF:04 are provided in appendix H. 

Table 31. Percentage differences between sources of data across all cycles of NSOPF: 1988 to 
2004 



Number of Percent difference in faculty counts 



Comparison 


Year 


institutions 


<-50 


-50 to -31 


-30 to -11 


-10 to 10 


1 1 to 30 


31 to 50 


>50 


LIST-IPEDS 


1988 


410 


8.0 


5.6 


14.9 


35.4 


16.6 


7.6 


12.0 




1993 


660 


5.0 


5.2 


11.3 


25.4 


23.8 


13.3 


16.0 




1999 


770 


6.4 


6.5 


13.6 


33.7 


23.0 


6.8 


9.9 




2004 


980 


2.4 


4.1 


12.2 


32.4 


23.1 


9.3 


16.6 


QUEX-LIST 


1988 


410 


1.9 


3.9 


16.6 


51.2 


15.1 


2.4 


8.8 




1993 


750 


3.7 


6.5 


13.2 


41.7 


12.3 


6.1 


16.5 




1999 


770 


1.4 


2.7 


7.0 


72.3 


5.6 


3.2 


7.8 




2004 


900 


1.2 


1.3 


3.8 


82.6 


4.9 


2.0 


4.1 


QUEX-IPEDS 


1988 


410 


3.9 


6.8 


15.9 


34.6 


20.0 


7.8 


11.0 




1993 


690 


2.3 


4.5 


9.2 


26.6 


25.4 


12.6 


19.3 




1999 


790 


3.3 


6.6 


11.4 


40.7 


22.0 


6.7 


9.5 




2004 


900 


1.6 


2.1 


9.2 


37.1 


24.6 


9.5 


16.1 



NOTE: LIST refers to the faculty list provided by sampled institutions; IPEDS is the National Center for Education 
Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System; QUEX refers to the institution questionnaire. Numbers 
rounded to the nearest 10. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Table 32. Mean differences between sources of data across all cycles of NSOPF: 1988 to 2004 

Standard error^ 

Number of Mean percent difference 



Comparison 


Year 


institutions 


Mean difference 


in faculty counts 


LIST-IPEDS 


1988 


410 


3.0 (17.3) 


14.1* 


(3.8) 




1993 


660 


88.4* (22.6) 


24.8* 


(3.1) 




1999 


770 


24.8 (13.8) 


9.8* 


(2.1) 




2004 


980 


57.5* (13.1) 


29.0* 


(3.2) 


QUEX-LIST 


1988 


410 


8.5 (16.1) 


11.4* 


(3.2) 




1993 


750 


23.5 (16.7) 


142.4 


(106.8) 




1999 


770 


16.1 (11.2) 


14.9* 


(2.7) 




2004 


900 


7.6 (8.8) 


5.1* 


(1.2) 


QUEX-IPEDS 


1988 


410 


11.6 (14.7) 


15.8* 


(3.6) 




1993 


690 


96.3* (21.5) 


36.4* 


(5.2) 




1999 


810 


53.5* (12.8) 


18.5* 


(2.7) 




2004 


900 


69.0* (9.4) 


30.2* 


(3.3) 


LIST-IPEDS^ 


1988 


330 


-12.3 (10.9) 


1.2 


(1.1) 




1993 


520 


34.2* (9.4) 


7.4* 


(1.0) 




1999 


640 


9.8 (9.8) 


2.7* 


(0.8) 




2004 


790 


10.0 (9.3) 


5.7* 


(0.7) 


QUEX-LIST^ 


1988 


370 


-12.1 (8.4) 


-1.1* 


(0.8) 




1993 


600 


-22.0 (7.9) 


-o.T 


(0.8) 




1999 


700 


-18.5* (6.0) 


-o.T 


(0.9) 




2004 


850 


2.0 (2.4) 


0.6 


(0.3) 


QUEX-IPEDS^ 


1988 


350 


1.5 (9.1) 


1.4 


(1.1) 




1993 


540 


35.2* (8.2) 


8.6* 


(0.9) 




1999 


690 


6.7 (8.5) 


2.7* 


(0.7) 




2004 


740 


29.9* (8.9) 


7.8* 


(0.7) 



* Statistically significant at alpha = .05, based on paired t-test. 

^ Standard errors assume simple random sampling. 

^ Observations with percent differences greater than 50 in absolute value were excluded. 

NOTE: LIST refers to the faculty list provided by sampled institutions; IPEDS is the National Center for Education 
Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System; QUEX refers to the institution questionnaire. Numbers 
rounded to the nearest 10. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

4.2 Item Nonresponse 

Recent studies (for example, DeRouvray and Couper 2002) using web self-administered 
questionnaires have shown higher than usual rates of missing data when the “refuse” and “don’t 
know” options are presented on the screen. To limit the rate of nonresponse in the institution and 
faculty instruments, the refusal option was unavailable to respondents and the “don’t know” 
option was limited to selected screens where the respondent might not know the answer (e.g., 
expected age at retirement). On the information page at the start of the questionnaire, 
respondents were instructed to click the “continue” button to proceed to the next question if they 
wished to decline to answer a question. 

For the institution questionnaire, items with a high rate of missing responses are often 
those that required lookup by an office on campus other than the Institution Coordinator’s (e.g.. 
Human Resources or Academic Affairs) and might reflect a lack of cooperation from those other 
offices. Two of the 90 items in the questionnaire had more than 15 percent of the data missing. 
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Details of institution item nonresponse, ineluding the nonresponse bias analysis, are presented in 
appendix I. 

Thirty-four of the 162 items in the faculty questionnaire had more than 15 percent of the 
data missing.^^ With the exception of the income items, which were expected to have higher 
rates of refusal due to their sensitive nature, the primary reason item nonresponse exceeded 15 
percent for these items is that each applies to a relatively small subset of respondents (i.e., small 
denominator) and these items were not included in the abbreviated instrument. The nonresponse 
bias analysis and details of faculty item nonresponse are presented in appendix I. 

4.3 Faculty Data Quality 

4.3.1 Item Mode Effects 

The NSOPF:04 faculty instrument was designed to minimize potential mode effects by 
using a single instrument for both self-administration and CATI. However, whenever multiple 
modes are used for data collection, the possibility of mode effects is inherent. Because 
respondents were offered the option of completing the interview by themselves on the Web or 
with an interviewer, there was the potential for bias due to self-selection or other factors which 
cannot be accounted for. Therefore, these results should be interpreted as how respondents in 
different modes of administration answered the survey questions and not as true mode 
differences. 

Due to the large sample size, nearly all test statistics used to measure differences between 
self-administered and CATI respondents were significant. Reporting all of these statistically 
significant differences is not substantively meaningful; therefore, only differences of five 

29 30 

percentage points or greater are reported. ’ 

For this analysis, 47 variables were selected, covering the following topic areas: 
demographic variables, descriptive items, factual items, and opinion-based questions. Criteria for 
selection of items included importance to the content of this study. Items for which project staff 
had concerns that there might be mode effects (e.g., complex matrix items) were also selected. 
Although not presented in tables, the following discussion on item mode effects is based on 
special tabulations from the 2004 NSOPF faculty data. 

Demographics 

Compared to their CATI counterparts, web respondents were more likely to be White 
(Q74E: 87 percent versus 81 percent, z = \ \.65,p< .001). Conversely, CATI respondents were 



The items included in this analysis are listed in appendix K (Q1 through Q83). The number of items differs from the 
number of faculty items reported elsewhere in this document. For example, the difference between the number of 
analysis variables (162) and the number of items in the faculty questionnaire (183) occurs because some items in the 
faculty questionnaire were for internal use; similarly, there are fewer stochastically imputed variables (144) than 
analysis variables (162) because some variables had no missing data after logical imputations were performed. 

For questions where means were used, the unit of measurement, range of answers, and standard deviation was 
evaluated to determine which statistically significant differences to report. 

Footnotes are used to report differences in the 3 to 4 percent range since these could be seen as indicative of a 
substantively important difference. 
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more likely to be Black or African American (Q74C: 14 percent versus 7 percent, z = -16.98, 

3 1 

p < .001) than their web counterparts. No mode differences were observed for gender or age. 

Descriptors 

Web respondents were more likely than CATI respondents to report research as their 
primary activity (Q4: 1 1 percent versus 6 percent, z = \ \.62,p < .001), be employed full-time 
(Q5: 73 percent versus 53 percent, z = 29.12, p< .001), be an assistant professor (QIO; 19 
percent versus 12 percent, z = 17.81 .001), be tenured (Q12; 34 percent versus 28 percent, 

z = 8.79, /> < .001) or be on the tenure track (Q12: 16 percent versus 10 percent, z = 1 1.68, 
p < .001), and not be employed outside the target institution (Q18: 72 percent versus 59 percent, 
z = 6\.\5,p< .001). CATI respondents were more likely than web respondents to report teaching 
as their principal activity (Q4: 77 percent versus 70 percent, z = -10.73, < .001), be an 
instructor (QIO: 27 percent versus 17 percent, z = -17.49, p < .001), not be on the tenure track 
(Q12: 51 percent versus 41 percent, z = 28.58, /> < .001), and be employed outside the target 
institution (Q18: 31 percent versus 22 percent, z = -14.54, /» < .001).^^ 

Factual items 

Twenty-four factual items were chosen, based on their importance to the study objectives. 
These factual items were expected to show few, if any, mode differences. These questions 
centered on eight main topic areas: number of classes taught, year began first postsecondary job, 
employment sector of previous job, hours per week spent on various tasks, percent time spent on 
various tasks, use of various methods in the classroom, other activities, and publications. 

Classes taught. There were no significant differences observed in mean number of credit 
and noncredit classes taught at the target postsecondary institution (Q35A1 and Q35A2). 

Year began first postsecondary job. There was no significant difference in the mean 
year web respondents began their first postsecondary job (Q23) compared to their CATI 
counterparts. 

Employment sector of previous job, Web respondents were more likely to have no 
other job prior to their current position (Q28: 10 percent versus 5 percent, z = 12.21, o < .001) 
than were CATI respondents. 

Hours per week spent on various tasks, Web respondents reported spending more time 
on paid tasks at the target institution (Q31A), on average, than their CATI counterparts (37 hours 
versus 31 hours, t = 22.19, p < .001), while CATI respondents reported spending more time on 
paid tasks outside the institution (Q31C) than web respondents (12 hours versus 7 hours, 
t = -29.21, p< .001). No significant differences were found on hours spent on unpaid tasks at the 



Two measures showed differences at the 3 and 4 percent level. Web respondents (57 percent) were more likely to 
be male (Q71) than their CATI counterparts (53 percent, z = 5.58, p < 0.001), and web respondents (7 percent) were 
more likely to be Asian (Q74B) than their CATI counterparts (4 percent, z = 8.44, p < 0.001). 

Three measures showed differences at the 3 and 4 percent level. Web respondents were more likely to report 
administration as their primary activity (Q4: 9 percent versus 6 percent, z = 7.52, p < 0.001) and be an associate 
professor (QIO: 17 percent versus 13 percent, z = 7.54, p < 0.001). CATI respondents were more likely than web 
respondents to not report an academic title (or use the “other” category) (QIO: 23 percent versus 19 percent, 
z = -6.92, p < 0.001). 

“ CATI respondents were more likely to have been employed in an elementary or secondary school prior to their 
current position (Q28: 20 percent versus 16 percent, z = -7.37, p < 0.001). 
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institution (Q31B), unpaid tasks outside the institution (Q31D), or hours spent e-mailing students 
eaeh week (Q41). 

Percentage of time spent on various tasks. Respondents were asked to provide the 
pereentage of time they spent on undergraduate instruetional aetivities (Q32A), graduate 
instructional activities (Q32B), research activities (Q32C), and other activities (Q32D). CATI 
respondents reported spending a greater percentage of their time each week on instructional 
activities with undergraduates than web respondents (61 percent versus 53 percent, t = -\l>.l\,p 
< . 001 ).^^ 

Use of various methods in the classroom. Of the 1 1 methods in question, only four 
showed a significant difference by mode. Compared to web respondents, CATI respondents were 
more likely to report using multiple choice exams (Q38A: 61 percent versus 55 percent, 
z = -6.64, /» < .001), using essay midterm or final exams (Q38B; 61 percent versus 51 percent, 
z = -10.99, /> < .001), and to report using service learning experiences (Q38J: 33 percent versus 
26 percent, z = 25.23, p < .001). Web respondents were more likely to report using a website for 
instructional duties (Q39) compared to CATI respondents (45 percent versus 35 percent, z = 
13.47, ;?<. 01).^^ 

Puhlications. The average number of articles published in refereed journals in their 
careers (Q52AA) was no different for web and CATI respondents. 

Opinion 

Thirteen opinion-based questions were evaluated for mode differences. Eight of these 
questions asked how satisfied respondents were with various aspects of their job, including: 
authority to make decisions, technology-based activities, equipment/facilities, institutional 
support for teaching improvement, workload, salary, benefits, and job overall (Q61 and Q62). As 
shown in table 33, CATI respondents were significantly more likely to report being either 
somewhat or very satisfied with five of the eight items — including equipment/facilities, 
institutional support for teaching improvements, workload, salary, and job overall — compared to 
web respondents. These differences may be due to the effect of social desirability on responses 
when an interviewer is involved. 



Web respondents reported spending a greater percentage of their time each week on research (Q32C) compared 
to CATI respondents (15 percent versus 12 percent, t = 1 1.63, p < 0.001). 

Three items showed differences at the 4 percent level. Compared to web respondents, CATI respondents were 
more likely to report using multiple drafts of written work (Q38E: 43 percent versus 39 percent, z = -4.48, p < 0.001), 
oral presentations by students (Q38F: 65 percent versus 61 percent, z = -4.52, p < 0.001), and student evaluations of 
each other’s work (Q38H: 41 percent versus 37 percent, z = -4.52, p < 0.001). 

Two additional questions showed significant differences at the 3 and 4 percent level. CATI respondents were more 
likely than web respondents to report being somewhat or very satisfied with institutional support for technology based 
instructional activities (Q61B: 89 percent versus 85 percent, z = -6.96, p < 0.001) and the benefits available to them 
(Q62C: 74 percent versus 71 percent, z= -4.15, p < 0.001). 
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Table 33. 


Satisfaction with various aspects of job, by mode of administration: 


2004 




Item 


Description 


Percent 

Web 


CATI 


0610 


Satisfaction with equipment/facilities 


77.5 


83.9 


061 D 


Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement 


68.8 


82.7 


Q62A 


Satisfaction with workload 


77.0 


83.6 


Q62B 


Satisfaction with salary 


60.7 


70.2 


Q62D 


Satisfaction with job overall 


87.3 


92.4 



NOTE: Percentages are based on those indicating they were somewhat or very satisfied with that aspect of their job. 
CATI = computer assisted telephone interview. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

The remaining five opinion-based questions asked respondents to indieate whether they 
agreed or disagreed that teaehing was rewarded, part-time faeulty were treated fairly, female 
faeulty were treated fairly, and racial minorities were treated fairly (Q82); and whether they 
would choose an academic career again (Q83). CATI respondents were more likely than web 
respondents to somewhat or strongly agree that good teaching was rewarded (82 percent versus 
76 percent, z = -9.35,/><.001) and part-time faculty were treated fairly (75 percent versus 
65 percent, z = -13.62, p< .001).^^ 

4.3.2 Breakoffs 

A total of 27,350 sample members started the faculty interview. Of these, 800 were 
deemed ineligible. Of the 26,550 eligible sample members who started the interview, 26,1 10 
completed either a full, abbreviated, or partial interview. An additional 10 cases either refused 
to be included as respondents or provided insufficient data to be useful. The remaining 430 broke 
off before completing the workload section (C) and were not considered to be partial completes. 

Table 34 lists the forms (screens) that had more than 15 breakoffs. In most cases, the 
forms with the highest number of breakoffs required detailed recall or requested sensitive 
information. 



One additional question showed a significant difference at the 3 percent level. CATI respondents were more likely 
than web respondents to either somewhat or strongly agree that female faculty members are treated fairly (Q82: 91 
percent versus 88 percent, z = -6.04, p < 0.001). 

® The abbreviated interview consisted of sections A (nature of employment), B (academic/professional background) 
and G (sociodemographic characteristics) of the faculty interview. 

Interviews that broke off after completing section C (workload) were considered partial completes. Of the 140 
respondents who did so, 48 percent broke off in the scholarly activities section (D), 9 percent in the job satisfaction 
section (E), 29 percent in the compensation section (F), 1 1 percent in the characteristics section (G), and 4 percent in 
the opinions section (FI). 
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Table 34. Faculty instrument forms where more than 15 sample members terminated the 
interview: 2004 

Number of 



Forms^ Description breakoffs 

Q2 Instructional duties related to credit courses/activities 30 

Q3 Faculty status 30 

Q4 Principal activity 20 

Q17A4 Flighest degree school coding 30 

Q31 Hours per week, paid and unpaid tasks at institution and elsewhere 40 

Q32 Percent of time spent on instruction, research, and other activities 40 

Q37 Description of each class taught (number of weeks, credits, students, etc.) 30 

Q52A Career publications/presentations 30 

Q66 Income, from institution/other sources 20 



' The faculty/instructional staff questionnaire was divided into forms (screens) and items. Each form was structured to 
include related items. 

NOTE: Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

4.3.3 Classification of Instructionai Programs (CIP) Coding 

The assisted eoding system was designed for the NSOPF:04 full-seale study to deerease 
respondent burden by redueing the time and effort needed to eode responses. The assisted eoding 
system was used to eode field of teaehing, highest degree field, and prineipal field of scholarly 
activity. The codes for each of these fields were identical (see appendix J for a list of codes). 
Respondents were asked to provide a verbatim string. The assisted coding system parsed the 
string, looking for key words or phrases that matched categories in the database. If a match was 
located, a list of possible fields was provided for the respondent to choose from. In the event a 
match was not located or the respondent rejected the fields provided by the system, the 
respondent could manually code the field. This involved choosing a general category from the 32 
categories provided in a drop-down box, and then selecting the specific category within the 
general category. There were a total of 136 specific categories, but within a general category 
there were never more than 19 specific categories to choose from. 

The anticipated benefit to performing this coding in the interview for web respondents is 
obvious; the sample member can see the categories and select the appropriate general and 
specific categories. For telephone-administered interviews, this real-time coding may also 
improve data quality by capitalizing on the availability of the respondent to clarify coding 
choices at the time the coding was performed; interviewers were trained to use probing 
techniques to assist in the coding process. 

The assisted coding system coded 75 percent of field of teaching strings, 79 percent of 
highest degree strings, and 50 percent of field of research strings. The assisted coding matches 
were accepted more readily by CATI interviewers than by web respondents for field of teaching 

and highest degree (teaching: 86 percent versus 69 percent, 703. l,p< .0001; highest degree: 

2 

90 percent versus 74 percent, x = 71 1.8,;?< .0001) but the difference was not significant for 
field of scholarly activity (57 percent versus 48 percent, 'i= 2.0, p < 0.16). 

As part of the data evaluation activities, a random sample of 10 percent of the results for 
each of the three Classification of Instructional Program (CIP) codings (teaching, research, and 
highest degree) was selected. An expert coder evaluated the verbatim strings for completeness 
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and for the appropriateness of the assigned eodes, determining whether a string was too vague to 
eode or whether a different eode should be assigned. 

Overall, 7 1 pereent of those sampled for reeoding were eoded eorreetly, 1 3 pereent were 
ineorreetly eoded, and 15 pereent of the strings were too vague to determine whether they were 
eorreetly eoded. Table 35 shows the results of the 10 pereent reeode, by mode. The expert eoder 
agreed with the eoding performed by the web respondent more often than that done by the CATI 
interviewer {^= 9.69, p = 0.002). 



Table 35. Summary of coding results for fields of teaching, research, and highest degree, by 
mode of administration: 2004 



Classification of 
Instructional Programs 
(CIP) field item 




Web respondents 






CATI respondents 




Coding 

attempts 

sampled 


Percent 

coded 

correctly 


Percent 

recoded 


Percent 
too vague 
to code 


Coding 

attempts 

sampled 


Percent 

coded 

correctly 


Percent 

recoded 


Percent 
too vague 
to code 


Total 


3786 


72.3 


14.0 


13.7 


1184 


67.7 


11.6 


20.8 


Teaching 


1949 


72.3 


14.4 


13.2 


651 


67.4 


12.4 


20.1 


Research 


39 


53.8 


28.2 


17.9 


5 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


Flighest degree 


1798 


72.7 


13.2 


14.1 


528 


68.0 


10.4 


21.6 



NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. CATI = computer assisted telephone interview. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



In addition to the 10 percent recode, all strings that were not coded, were partially coded 
(into a general area but not a specific discipline), or were coded “other” were evaluated by the 
expert coder and upcoded into the appropriate CIP categories, where possible. Of the 52,018 
verbatim strings provided, a total of 1,506 strings (3 percent) qualified for this upcoding; 79 
percent of these were web respondents and 21 percent were CATI respondents. Of these 1506 
strings for which upcoding was attempted, 82 percent were upcoded, 1 8 percent were too vague 
to code, and less than 1 percent were correctly coded as “other.” 

4.3.4 IPEDS Coding 

The faculty instrument included a coding system that assisted web respondents and 
interviewers in collecting postsecondary institution information. This system was designed to 
improve data quality by allowing respondents to clarify coding choices at the time coding was 
performed. To assist in the coding process, web respondents were given detailed instructions on 
screen that enabled them to locate the postsecondary institution. In addition to these on-screen 
instructions, interviewers were given additional supervised training on how to effectively probe 
and code respondents’ answers. 

The institution coding system assigned a six-digit IPEDS identifier for the postsecondary 
institution that awarded the respondent’s highest degree. To facilitate coding, the coding system 
requested the state and city in which the school was located; from that information, a list of 
possible schools was displayed, allowing the respondent to select the correct school. The system 
relied on a look-up table of institutions constructed from the IPEDS institution database. 

Of the approximately 25,760 institutions coded over the course of data collection, 1,130 
were initially deemed uncodeable. However, based on the information collected (institution 
name, location, level, and control), 1,025 institutions were positively identified and recoded 
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during the data fde editing stage of the projeet. Of the remaining 105 uneodeable institutions, 65 
provided insuffieient data, 20 were identified as elosed, 10 were identified as foreign, and 10 
were online institutions for whieh no IPEDS ID was available. 

4.3.5 Monitoring 

Regular monitoring of telephone data eolleetion serves a number of goals, all aimed at 
maintaining a high level of data quality. These objectives are to identify problem items; to 
improve interviewer performance by reinforcing good interviewing behavior and discouraging 
poor behavior; to detect and prevent deliberate breaches of procedure, such as data falsification; 
and to assess the quality of the data collected. 

Two types of monitoring were performed during the NSOPF:04 data collection. The first 
type was monitoring by project staff, which involved listening to the interview and 
simultaneously viewing the progress of the interview on screen, using remote monitoring 
telephone and computer equipment. Project staff evaluated such things as whether the 
interviewer sounded professional, probed for complete answers, and handled refusal cases 
appropriately. Interviewers received feedback on their skills, and additional training was 
provided, if necessary. When monitoring interviews, project staff also evaluated whether the 
interview was functioning properly and identified questions in the interview that were difficult to 
administer so that those items could be revised in future studies. 

The second type of monitoring, quality assurance monitoring, was conducted by specially 
trained monitoring staff within the call center. Similar to project staff monitoring, the monitoring 
system provided for simultaneous listening and viewing of the interview. Monitors evaluated the 
interviewer-respondent interchange on whether the interviewer (1) delivered the question 
correctly and (2) keyed the appropriate response. Each of these measures was quantified and 
daily, weekly, and cumulative reports were produced. Monitoring took place throughout data 
collection, although monitoring efforts were scaled back around the 19**^ week due to lighter 
caseloads corresponding with the end of the academic year for many schools. 

Of the 3,221 items monitored, a total of 28 question delivery errors and 14 data entry 
errors were observed."^^ This yielded an average error rate of 0.9 percent for question delivery 
and 0.4 percent for data entry. 

4.3.6 Interviewer Feedback 

Quality Circle meetings 

Quality Circle meetings provided opportunities for interviewers, supervisors, and project 
staff to discuss data collection issues. These meetings were scheduled regularly throughout the 
data collection period to ensure that CATl interviews were being conducted in the most effective 
manner. Interviewer representation was determined by a supervisor so that all staff would have 
the opportunity to attend these meetings. Project staff updated interviewers and supervisors on 
the progress of data collection and gathered information to solve problems encountered by 
interviewers while conducting interviews. The minutes from these meetings were prepared by 
project staff and were distributed to all interviewers and supervisors. Meeting minutes were 



The data for one monitoring session on April 20, 2004 (61 items observed) were removed from the analysis 
because the monitor did not follow proper procedure. 
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available in hardcopy and online. Examples of issues raised in Quality Circle meetings included 
the following. 

Progress of data collection. Project staff provided updates regarding the interviews 
completed to date and goals for the upcoming week. This information benefited both the 
interviewers and technical staff by recognizing interviewers’ efforts and encouraging continued 
professionalism. 

CATI Case Management System (CMS) issues. Interviewers had an opportunity to 
report CMS issues that required project staff review and discussion. Using the information 
provided by interviewers, project staff resolved these issues throughout data collection. 

Data collection reminders. Several issues were stressed throughout data collection: 
reminders to verify address information for cases that needed to be remailed and for addresses 
for incentive checks, how to handle eligibility questions, and tips for locating sample members 
who are part-time employees. Interviewers were also reminded to complete problem sheets (see 
later section in this chapter) for any cases that needed attention. 

Instrument issues. During the Quality Circle meetings, project staff clarified specific 
items in the instrument for the interviewers. These items were brought to the attention of project 
staff in problem sheets, project staff monitoring, or during the Quality Circle meetings 
themselves. Discussions focused on how to properly code responses (e.g., for QIO, adjunct 
faculty should be coded as “other,” for questions expecting a numeric response, answers between 
zero and one should be rounded up to one). 

Coding. The majority of online coding during data collection was accurate, based on 
evaluation of verbatim strings and the codes assigned (see earlier section in this chapter on CIP 
coding), although in some cases the verbatim string was too vague to code. Interviewers were 
reminded to ask the sample member for the necessary level of detail while entering the verbatim 
string. 

Web issues. A number of web-related issues were raised during Quality Circle meetings. 
Some sample members reported problems connecting to the website so interviewers were asked 
to first try to collect the data via CATI or to have someone from the help desk assist the sample 
member to get connected. Interviewers were reminded to clearly state the study web address 
(URL) to sample members. 

Problem sheets 

When interviewers encountered problems during an interview, a description of the issue 
was documented in the form of an electronic problem sheet. Project and interviewer supervisory 
staff regularly reviewed these problem sheets and worked on resolving problems, as appropriate. 
Approximately 1,169 problem sheets were submitted during the data collection period. 

Problem sheets were used as follows: 

• To address technical CMS issues. Interviewers documented details of the front-end 
issues so that a programmer could resolve them. 

• To report system and web delays or access problems. 

• To document sample member contact information as a workaround for front-end 
issues. 
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• To alert project staff to questions about sample member eligibility, contact 
information, and refusals. 

• To record incorrect data that were entered (but not corrected) for a case. Interviewers 
noted cases where project staff needed to take specific action. Project and interviewer 
supervisory staff ensured that issues pertinent to data collection were resolved as soon 
as possible. 

Interviewer debriefing 

A debriefing meeting was held at the end of data collection. The purpose of this meeting 
was to elicit feedback from the interviewers on various aspects of the data collection process, 
particularly the administration of the faculty questionnaire. In attendance were telephone 
interviewers, help desk operators and their supervisors, selected project staff, and the study 
project officer. The debriefing session was highly informative and gave project staff a wealth of 
information that will inform instrumentation and data collection activities for future studies. 

Project staff asked interviewers which items in the instrument were problematic. 
Interviewers responded with general comments as well as item-specific ones, based on their 
interviewing experience. 

General comments. Interviewers reported that sample members repeatedly indicated that 
parts of the questionnaire did not apply to them. Typically these respondents were part-time 
faculty or those who taught at community colleges, medical, or other specialty schools. 

Interviewers felt that that the pop-up boxes used to confirm out-of-range values were 
intrusive, and slowed the pace of the interview unnecessarily. They recommended that pop-up 
boxes be used sparingly in future web questionnaires. 

Question 1. Interviewers felt that the first question in the interview, which asked whether 
the respondent had instructional duties, was too long and “wordy.” They recommended that the 
question be shortened or broken into parts. 

Question 3. Interviewers reported that adjunct faculty did not know what was meant by 
faculty status. 

Question 9. The second sentence in the wording of this item (“consider promotions in 
rank as part of the same job”) was confusing for respondents. Interviewers suggested 
restructuring the question to include that information before the respondent attempts to answer 
the question. 

Question 15. Q15 (reason for not being a member of a union) had a high rate of don’t 
know responses. Interviewers said this was because adjunct faculty often did not know whether 
unions were available. 

Questions 16, 17, and 54. Interviewers were quite pleased with the new assisted coding 
system for field of teaching, highest degree, and scholarly activity. It proved to be less 
burdensome for them, although they indicated some difficulties finding the exact categories that 
the respondent wanted. 

Question 17. Interviewers reported that IPEDS coding screens (QI7A4) were easy to use. 
One concern was that some schools were listed in the wrong city. 
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Question 31. Sample members had diffieulty distinguishing between paid and unpaid 
aetivities, and their ideas of eaeh often differed from the examples provided in the instrument. 
Some respondents were upset at having to aeeount for their time. Interviewers reported that 
respondents found this set of questions (Q31, Q32) difficult to answer as it was a lot of 
information to account for and difficult to break it down precisely. 

Questions 31, 41, 47B, 48. Interviewers pointed out that sample members had a hard time 
providing answers to the hours per week questions when it is something they only do a couple of 
weeks out of the term (e.g., advising students). They thought some other unit of time might make 
it easier to collect this information. 

Questions 32, 37, 47. Project staff questioned whether there was any confusion over 
“first-professional students.” Interviewers indicated that some faculty at technical schools did not 
know what was meant by first-professional students. 

Question 35. Interviewers reported that sample members often were unclear what was 
meant by the term “distance education” in Q35C and suggested including the words “Internet 
courses” in the question wording. 

Question 37. Interviewers indicated that the screen takes a lot of time to complete and 
those who teach unstructured courses found these items difficult to answer. 

Question 50. Advising of students (Q50) was a difficult concept for some sample 
members in the field test and the wording was changed in the full-scale instrument to clarify the 
meaning. Interviewers indicated this was still a problem and suggested changing the definition 
provided on-screen. Respondents also wanted clarification of whether this was designated 
advisees only or whether it included other advising. 

Question 52. Interviewers reported that Q52 (number of scholarly works) was 
administered fairly smoothly; most respondents had a general idea of the number of publications 
and presentations although a few consulted their resumes. A small number of respondents had 
numbers of publications that exceeded the maximum allowed and became upset that their 
volume of scholarly activity was not properly reflected. Interviewers reported that respondents 
seemed to get tired around this point in the instrument and felt that combining screens for Q52A 
and Q52B would improve the flow and reduce burden on the respondents. 

Question 53. In the field test, respondents sometimes reported confusion over what was 
meant by scholarly activity. The question text was revised, and this problem was not reported in 
the full-scale questionnaire. However, some respondents were unsure whether to report only 
scholarly activities associated with the target institution or all scholarly activities. 

Question 62. In the field test, Q62C (satisfaction with benefits) was not answered by 
many respondents (mostly part-timers) because they did not receive benefits. The wording was 
slightly altered for the full-scale questionnaire; however, interviewers reported that many part- 
time and adjunct faculty still could not answer this question. In particular, some respondents 
were unsure whether the question was asking about medical benefits or other benefits. 

Questions 66 and 70. Sample members complained that Q66 and Q70 (income) items 
were intrusive. Interviewers suggested that having scripted text for why this question is asked 
would be helpful. Interviewers felt that income questions were unnecessarily repetitive. 
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Question 74. Respondents insisted that “Caueasian” be listed among the response options 
(in parentheses after “White”). Interviewers suggested adding seripted text to explain why raee is 
asked about on this form. 

Question 82. Q82D (raeial minorities treated fairly) had more than 10 pereent missing 
when administered in CATI. Interviewers explained that some part-time and adjunet faeulty did 
not have an opinion on this set of items. They suggested adding a “no opinion” option for eaeh 
item on this form. 

Interviewers who worked on the field test requested that Q84 (feedbaek textbox) be put 
baek in the instrument as many sample members wanted to provide feedbaek. 

4.3.7 Instrument Feedback 

Two issues with the faeulty instrument beeame apparent in the data editing proeess. The 
first issue had to do with Ql, whether the respondent had any instruetional duties. Despite 
question wording intended to get the respondent to think beyond elassroom teaehing, half of the 
respondents who said they did not have any instruetional duties provided responses indieating 
they did have instruetional duties on other items in the instrument (i.e., taught one or more eredit 
or noneredit elasses [Q35A1>0 or Q35A2>0], provided any individual instruetion [Q46=l], 
spent time on thesis or dissertation eommittees, eomprehensive exams or orals eommittees 
[Q48>0], indieated that teaehing was their prineipal activity [Q4=l], or spent time on 
undergraduate or graduate instructional activities [Q32A>0 or Q32B>0]). Items Q32A and Q32B 
contradicted QI most often. Rather than reconciling in the data editing phase, future cycles of 
NSOPF would benefit from asking follow-up questions immediately after Ql for those 
respondents who said they did not have instructional duties. 

The other issue concerned items asking about first-professional students (Q32B, Q37E, 
Q47A, and Q47B). This term, first-professional student, was apparently misunderstood by many 
faculty and instructional staff at 2-year institutions who indicated they taught first-professional 
students at that institution. While on-screen examples of first-professional programs were 
available on some of these forms, in the future it is advised that a check against level of target 
institution be inserted into the instrument logic for questions concerning first-professional 
students. 

4.4 Comparisons with NSOPF:99 

To assess the consistency of survey estimates between the current and prior 
administrations of NSOPF, weighted estimates were obtained from the 1999 and 2004 survey 
data for a series of key analytical variables. The results of these assessments are summarized in 
table 36. 
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Table 36. Weighted estimates obtained based on the 1999 and 2004 survey data for a series of 
key analytical variables: 2004 

Weighted estimates 

Variable 1 999 2004 

Percent of full-time faculty who were tenured 53.1 47.3 

Percent of part-time faculty who were not on tenure track 78.3 86.2 

Percent of faculty who were part time 42.6 43.7 

Percent of part-time faculty who had retired from another position 1 5.4 19.6 

Percent of full-time faculty whose principal activity was teaching 64.5 62.5 

Percent of full-time faculty whose principal activity was research 1 1 .3 14.2 

Average percent of time that full-time faculty taught undergraduates 41 .3 43.2 

Percent of full-time faculty with a doctorate 57.7 59.6 

Average number of hours full-time instructional faculty taught per week 11.0 11.1 

Average number of hours part-time instructional faculty taught per week 7.3 7.7 

Average number of recent refereed publications, full-time faculty 3.9 2.2 

Average number of recent refereed publications, part-time faculty 1 .2 0.5 

Average number of career refereed publications, full-time faculty 16.0 16.0 

Average number of career refereed publications, part-time faculty 4.4 4.1 

Average basic income of full-time faculty $56,841 $67,239 

Average basic income of part-time faculty 11,613 11,010 

Average consulting income of full-time faculty who consulted 8,221 7,379 

Average consulting income of part-time faculty who consulted 10,579 10,908 

Average household income, full-time faculty 163,127 117,702 

Average household income, part-time faculty 125,693 92,636 

Percent of full-time faculty who were Asian 5.5 9.0 

Percent of part-time faculty who were Asian 2.9 3.8 

Percent of full-time faculty who were Black 4.9 5.8 

Percent of part-time faculty who were Black 4.3 5.7 

Percent of full-time faculty who were Hispanic 3.4 3.5 

Percent of part-time faculty who were Hispanic 3.9 3.5 

Percent of full-time faculty who were White 85.1 81.7 

Percent of part-time faculty who were White 87.6 86.9 

Percent of full-time faculty who were female 36.3 38.6 

Percent of full-time faculty in agriculture and home economics 0.6 2.5 

Percent of full-time faculty in business 7.4 6.4 

Percent of full-time faculty in education 8.7 7.6 

Percent of full-time faculty in engineering 2.4 4.9 

Percent of full-time faculty in fine arts 9.3 6.4 

Percent of full-time faculty in health sciences 12.2 13.9 

Percent of full-time faculty in first-professional health science^ 4.3 6.6 

Percent of full-time faculty in humanities 18.1 13.5 

Percent of full-time faculty in natural sciences 16.1 22.4 

Percent of full-time faculty in social sciences 9.6 1 0.5 

Percent of full-time faculty in all other programs 15.7 12.1 

^ First-professional health science is a subset of health sciences (previous row). 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. Differences in estimates between NSOPF:99 and NSOPF:04 
may be due to a number of factors, including actual changes over time, differences in how an item was asked 
between the two years (see table 8), and data editing and imputation procedures (see chapter 5). 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Chapter 5 

Data File Development and Imputation 

This chapter provides an overview of all proeedures used in the development of data 
fdes, including descriptions of data editing proeesses, data swapping, statistical imputations, and 
derived variable creation. 

5.1 Overview of the NSOPF:04 Data Files 

Data obtained from the 2004 National Study of Postseeondary Faeulty (NSOPF;04) 
faculty and institution questionnaires are contained in two restricted data files (faculty and 
institution), which are available on a CD-ROM to researchers who have applied for and reeeived 
authorization from the National Center for Edueation Statistics (NCES) to access restricted 
researeh files. The restrieted data files are documented by an Eleetronic Codebook (ECB), a 
Windows-based interfaee that allows users to view deseriptive information and statistics about 
variables and to seleet variables for extraction into SAS or SPSS data files. The faculty and 
institution data files can be merged together for joint analysis. The following files were 
produced: 

Faculty data file. Provides faeulty-level questionnaire data eollected from 26,1 10 
respondents. These data have been edited, swapped, and imputed. The fide eontains 
survey variables (variables that start with Q), derived variables (variables that start with 
X), and study weights for the faculty file (WTAOO) and for the combined faeulty and 
institution files (WTCOO — or contextual weight). It also eontains replicate weights for 
varianee estimation for the faeulty file (WTA01-WTA64) and for the eombined faculty 
and institution files (WTC01-WTC64), the imputation flags (variables that start with E), 
and INSTID (the IPEDS ID) that will allow faculty file data to be merged with institution 
file data. 

Institution data file. Provides institution-level data collected from 920 institutions. These 
data have been edited, perturbed, and imputed. The file contains the institution survey 
variables (variables that start with the letter I), derived variables (variables that start with 
the letter X), study weight for the institution file (WTBOO), replicate weights for variance 
estimation for the institution file (WTB01-WTB64), imputation flags (variables that start 
with the letter PI), and INSTID (the IPEDS ID) that will allow data on the institution file 
to be merged with data on the faculty file. 

The faculty and institution files can be merged together for joint analysis by performing a 
mateh merge using the variable INSTID. Please note that not all institutions that eompleted the 
institution questionnaire have responding faeulty, and not all faculty have associated institution 
questionnaire data. Por this reason, when analyzing the faculty and institution data together, 
responses should be weighted using the contextual weight variables on the faculty file. 

The NSOPP:04 institution and faculty analysis variables are presented in appendix K. 
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5.2 Data Coding and Editing 

The NSOPF:04 data were coded and edited using procedures developed and implemented 
for previous NCES-sponsored studies. These coding and editing procedures were refined during 
the field test for use in the processing of NSOPF:04 full-scale data. 

A large part of the data editing and coding was performed in the data collection 
instruments, including range edits; across-item consistency edits; and coding of fields of 
teaching, scholarly activities, and highest degree. During and following data collection, the data 
were reviewed to confirm that the data collected reflected the intended skip-pattern relationships. 
At the conclusion of data collection, special codes were inserted in the database to reflect the 
different types of missing data. There are a number of explanations for missing data; for 
example, the item may not have been applicable to certain respondents or a respondent may not 
have known the answer to the question. Table 37 lists the set of consistency codes used to assist 
analysts in understanding the nature of missing data associated with the NSOPF:04 data 
elements. With the exception of the not applicable codes, missing data were stochastically 
imputed (see section 5.4). Moreover, for hierarchical analyses and developing survey estimates 
for faculty members corresponding to sample institutions that provided faculty lists and 
responded to the institution survey, contextual weights were produced for such subsets of the 
responding faculty members. These weights, which aggregate to a number less than the weighted 
total for all responding faculty and instructional staff, are named WTCOO and can be found in 
weights.dat on the FCB fide. 

Table 37. Description of missing data codes: 2004 

Missing data code Description 

-1 Don’t know; later set to missing and imputed 

-3 Not applicable (item was intentionally skipped) 

-5 Not applicable (item was asked but respondent indicated it was not applicable) 

-7 Item was not administered (abbreviated interview) or reached (partial interview); later imputed 

-9 Respondent did not provide an answer; later imputed 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

The data cleaning and editing process for NSOPF:04 consisted of the following steps: 

Step 1, Review of one-way frequencies for every variable to confirm no missing or blank 
values and to check for reasonableness of values. This involved replacing blank 
or missing data with -9 for all variables in the instrument database and examining 
frequencies for reasonableness of data values. 

Step 2. Review of two-way cross-tabulations between each gate-nest‘s^ combination of 
variables to check data consistency. Fegitimate skips were identified using the 
interview programming code as specifications to define all gate -nest relationships 
and replace -9 (missing values that were blank because of legitimate skips) with 
-3 (legitimate skip code). Additional checks ensured that the legitimate skip code 



Gate variables are items that determine subsequent instrument routing. Nest variables are items that are asked or 
not asked, depending on the response to the gate question. For example, in the faculty questionnaire, 01 (which 
asks whether the respondent had instructional duties) determines whether 02 (which asks whether the respondent’s 
instructional duties were related to credit courses/activities) is asked. 01 is a gate item and 02 is a nested item. 02 is 
only asked if the response to 01 was “yes.” 
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was not overwriting valid data and that no skip logic was missed. In addition, if a 
gate variable was missing (-9), then the -9 was carried through the nested items. 

Step 3. Identify and code items that were not administered due to a partial or 
abbreviated interview. This code replaced -9 values with -7 (item not 
administered) based on the section completion and abbreviated interview 
indicators. 

Step 4, Recode “don ’t know” responses to missing. This code replaced -1 (don’t know) 
values with -9 (missing) for later stochastic imputation. For selected items for 
which “don’t know” seemed like a reasonable response, variables were created 
both with and without the “don’t know” category. 

Step 5, Identify items requiring recoding. During this stage, previously uncodeable 

values (e.g., text strings) collected in the various coding systems were upcoded, if 
possible (see sections 4.3.3 CIP coding and 4.3.4 IPEDS coding). 

Step 6. Identify items requiring range edits, logical imputations, and data corrections. 
Descriptive statistics for all continuous variables were examined. Values 
determined to be out-of-range were either coded to the maximum (or minimum) 
reasonable value or set to missing for later imputation. Logical imputations were 
implemented to assign values to legitimately skipped items whose values could be 
implicitly determined from other information provided. Data corrections were 
performed where there were inconsistencies between responses given by the 
sample member. 

Concurrent with the data cleaning process, detailed documentation was developed to describe 
question text, response options, recoding, range edits, logical imputations, data corrections, and 
the “applies to” text for each delivered variable. 

5.3 Data Perturbation 

A restricted faculty-level data file was created for release to individuals who apply for 
and meet standards for such data releases. While this file does not include personally identifying 
information (i.e., name and Social Security number), other data (i.e., institution. Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System [IPEDS] ID, demographic information, and salary data) 
may be manipulated in such a way to seem to identify data records corresponding to a particular 
faculty member. To protect further against such situations, some of the variable values were 
swapped between faculty respondents. This procedure perturbed and added additional 
uncertainty to the data. Thus, associations made among variable values to identify a faculty 
respondent may be based on the original or edited, imputed and/or swapped data. Eor the same 
reasons, the data from the institution questionnaire were also swapped to avoid data disclosure. 

5.4 Imputation Methodology 

The NSOPE:04 data files include institution-level and faculty-level data obtained from 
the institution and faculty surveys. All non-verbatim and non-text variables on the NSOPE:04 
that had missing variables have been imputed. Specifically, a total of 144 variables were 
stochastically imputed for the faculty data, and 87 variables were stochastically imputed for the 
institution data. All remaining missing data were deemed not suitable for imputation, such as the 
postsecondary institution that awarded the highest degree of a faculty respondent. Most of these 
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variables were imputed using a weighted sequential hot-deck imputation procedure. A number of 
variables, including gender and race/ethnicity, were imputed using a combination of cold-deck 
and logical imputation during the data editing process before the data file was considered ready 
for stochastic imputation. The specific imputation method used for each variable is specified in 
the imputation flags on the final restricted datasets. 

Table 38 shows the number of variables that were imputed based on the percent missing 
(imputed) for faculty and institution survey data. Accordingly, data for 26 of the 144 faculty 
variables were imputed for less than 1 percent of all faculty respondents, whereas data for 7 of 
the faculty variables were imputed for more than 15 percent of the faculty respondents. 



Table 38. Prevalence of missing/imputed data for the faculty and institution surveys: 2004 



Percent imputed 


Faculty variables 


Institution variables 


Total 


144 


87 


Less than 1 percent 


26 


0 


Between 1 and 5 


11 


58 


Between 5 and 1 0 


93 


15 


Between 1 0 and 1 5 


7 


11 


Over 1 5 


7 


3 



NOTE: There are fewer stochastically imputed variables for the faculty and institution questionnaires than their 
corresponding analysis variables, since a subset of such items had no missing values after application of logical 
imputation. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

5.4.1 Imputation Methods 

In broad terms, there are three methods of imputation: logical, cold-deck, and hot-deck 
imputation. Logical imputation is a process that aims to infer or deduce the missing values from 
answers to other questions. Cold-deck imputation involves replacing the missing values with 
data from sources such as data used for sampling frame construction. While resource intensive, 
these methods often obtain the actual value that is missing. Consequently, attempts were made to 
fill in the missing values of data using these two methodologies, to the extent possible. In 
contrast, stochastic imputation methods, such as sequential hot-deck imputation, rely on the 
observed data to provide replacing values (donors) for records with missing values. 

Sequential hot-deck imputation involves defining imputation classes, which generally 
consist of a cross-classification of covariates, and then replacing missing values sequentially 
from a single pass through the survey data within the imputation classes. When this form of 
imputation is performed using the sampling weights, the procedure is called weighted sequential 
hot-deck imputation. This procedure takes into account the unequal probabilities of selection in 
the original sample to specify the expected number of times a particular respondent’s answer will 
be used as a donor. These expected selection frequencies are specified so that, over repeated 
applications of the algorithm, the weighted distribution of all values for that variable — imputed 
and observed — ^will resemble that of the target universe. Under this methodology, while each 
respondent record has a chance to be selected for use as a hot-deck donor, the number of times a 
respondent record can be used for imputation will be controlled 

To implement the weighted sequential hot-deck procedure, imputation classes and sorting 
variables that are relevant (strong predictor) for each item being imputed were defined. For this 
study, imputation classes were developed by using a Chi-squared Automatic Interaction 



84 





Chapter 5. Data File Development and Imputation 



Detection (CHAID) analysis. The CHAID segmentation process divides the data into groups 
based on the most significant predictor of the item being imputed. Subsequently, this procedure 
will be repeated using the remaining predictor variables to split each of the emerging groups into 
smaller subgroups. In this process, a number of subgroups created during a previous iteration 
might get merged back to form new subgroups. This splitting and merging process continues 
until no more statistically significant predictors are found, at which point imputation classes are 
defined from the resulting segments. When dealing with categorical variables, the CHAID 
process may merge certain categories of such variables that are found not to be significantly 
different. Similarly, continuous variables are categorized to create the strongest categorical 
predictors of the item in question. 

Using RTFs sequential hot-deck method of imputation, once imputation classes are 
constructed, items within each class are sorted before the process of donor selection begins. If 
more than one sorting variable is chosen, a serpentine sort will be performed where the direction 
of the sort (ascending or descending) changes each time the value of a variable changes. The 
serpentine sort minimizes the change in the respondent’s characteristics every time one of the 
variables changes its value. 

It should be noted that, for this study, distinction was made between legitimate and non- 
legitimate missing items for imputation. All responses that were left missing as a result of refusal 
were set to missing and then imputed. Additionally, if the interview was terminated early and 
some questions were not asked of the respondent, then the value of missing was assigned in 
those cases as well. However, respondents could legitimately skip questions that did not apply to 
them. In these cases, the missing responses were coded as legitimate skips (-3) and were not 
imputed. 

5.4.2 Imputation of Faculty Data 

Item imputation for the faculty questionnaire was performed in several steps. In the first 
step, the missing values of gender, race, and ethnicity were fdled — using cold-deck imputation — 
based on the sampling frame information or institution record data. These three key demographic 
variables were imputed prior to any other variables since they were used as key predictors for all 
other variables on the data file. 

After all logical and cold-deck imputation procedures were performed, the remaining 
variables were imputed using the weighted sequential hot-deck method. Initially, variables were 
separated into two groups: unconditional and conditional variables. The first group 
(unconditional) consisted of variables that applied to all respondents, while the second group 
(conditional) consisted of variables that applied to only a subset of the respondents. That is, 
conditional variables were subject to “gate” questions. After this initial grouping, these groups 
were divided into finer subgroups as detailed next. 

The unconditional group was divided into two subgroups based on the percent of missing 
values: less than 1 percent versus greater than 1 percent missing. The conditional variables were 
divided into three subgroups based on the level of conditionality where this level was essentially 
determined by the sequence of the questionnaire. For variables in the conditional group, the 
questionnaire skip patterns were reviewed and variables were grouped according to which 
variables determine the values of other variables. After these subgroups were constructed, 
missing values of the variables were imputed in order from lowest percent missing to highest 
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percent missing within each subgroup, first for the unconditional variables and then for the 
conditional variables in an ascending level of their conditionality. 

All unconditional variables that had less than one percent missing were imputed using 
imputation classes defined by a combination of gender, race, and ethnicity. Moreover, institution 
type,"^^ institution size, and faculty type"^^ were used as sort variables to place like records in 
closer proximity to improve the donor selection process. The imputation classes for the 
remaining unconditional variables (that had more than one percent missing) and all conditional 
variables were determined by a CHAID analysis based on key demographic variables that were 
logically imputed and all imputed variables that had less than one percent missing. After all 
variables were imputed, consistency checks were applied to the entire faculty data fide to ensure 
that the imputed values did not conflict with other questionnaire items, observed or imputed. 

This process involved reviewing all of the logical imputation and editing rules as well. 

5.4.3 Imputation of Institution Data 

The imputation process for the missing data from the institution questionnaire involved 
similar steps to those used for imputation of the faculty data. The missing data for variables were 
imputed using the weighted sequential hot-deck method. Analogous to the imputation process for 
the faculty data, the variables were partitioned into conditional and unconditional groups. The 
unconditional variables were sorted by percent missing and then imputed in the order from the 
lowest percent missing to the highest. The conditional group was partitioned into three subgroups 
based on the level of conditionality for each variable, and then imputed in that order. The 
imputation class for both unconditional and conditional variables consisted of the institution 
sampling stratum, and the sorting variables included the number of full-time and part-time 
faculty members. 

5.4.4 Evaluation of Imputations 

A common measure for determining whether an imputation method produces acceptable 
results (donors) is based on the similarity of the before and after imputation distributions within 
imputation classes. For evaluation of the imputation results, distributions were considered to be 
similar when absolute differences were less than 5 percent, where the absolute difference was 
calculated by comparing the before and after imputation weighted frequencies. If absolute 
differences were greater than 5 percent, the unweighted distributions were examined to see if the 
large differences were due to small imputation cells. When possible, such cases were evaluated 
and resolved by collapsing neighboring imputation classes. The before and after imputation 
distributions of several key variables are presented in table 39 for the faculty data and table 40 
for the institution data. For more information regarding the bias due to item nonresponse, refer to 
appendix I. 



Institutional type consisted of a cross-classification of control (public verses private not-for-profit) and degree type 
(doctoral, master’s, baccalaureate, associate’s, and other). 

^ Faculty type (stratum) is based on faculty demographics, such as gender, race/ethnicity, and employment status. 
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Table 39. Before and after imputation distributions of key faculty questionnaire variables: 2004 



Variable description 


Variable category 


Before imputation 
Number Percent 


After imputation 
Number Percent 


Faculty status 


Total 


26,050 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




No faculty status 


1,670 


7.1 


1,680 


7.2 




Had faculty status 


24,390 


92.9 


24,430 


92.8 


Principal activity 


Total 


26,030 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




Teaching 


18,660 


73.2 


18,710 


73.2 




Research 


2,470 


8.9 


2,470 


8.9 




Public service 


260 


1.0 


260 


1.0 




Clinical service 


1,260 


4.6 


1,270 


4.7 




Administration 


2,070 


7.2 


2,070 


7.3 




On sabbatical 


380 


1.4 


380 


1.4 




Other activity 


940 


3.7 


950 


3.7 


Employed full or part time at this 


Total 


26,100 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 


institution 


Full time 


17,750 


62.4 


17,750 


62.4 




Part time 


8,350 


37.6 


8,360 


37.6 


Rank 


Total 


26,090 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




Not applicable 


640 


2.7 


640 


2.7 




Professor 


5,220 


18.9 


5,220 


18.9 




Associate professor 


4,210 


14.8 


4,210 


14.8 




Assistant professor 


4,620 


16.1 


4,620 


16.1 




Instructor 


5,050 


20.5 


5,050 


20.5 




Lecturer 


1,230 


5.3 


1,230 


5.3 




Other title 


5,140 


21.7 


5,140 


21.7 


Tenure status 


Total 


25,930 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




Tenured 


8,390 


30.5 


8,420 


30.5 




On tenure track but not tenured 


3,840 


13.4 


3,860 


13.4 




Not on tenure track 


11,330 


47.5 


11,430 


47.6 




Not tenured-no tenure system 


2,380 


8.6 


2,390 


8.6 


Highest degree 


Total 


26,090 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




No degree 


250 


1.1 


250 


1.1 




Doctorate degree 


12,180 


44.5 


12,180 


44.5 




First-professional degree 


2,010 


7.4 


2,010 


7.4 




Master of fine arts/social work 


1,190 


4.6 


1,190 


4.6 




Other master’s degree 


8,080 


32.5 


8,090 


32.5 




Bachelor’s degree 


1,870 


7.8 


1,870 


7.8 




Associate’s degree or equivalent 


390 


1.6 


390 


1.6 




Certificate/diploma-undergrad program 


140 


0.5 


140 


0.5 


Household income (range) 


Total 


21,500 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




$1-24,999 


460 


2.4 


560 


2.3 




25,000-49,999 


2,520 


11.6 


2,990 


11.4 




50,000-74,999 


4,690 


22.1 


5,630 


21.8 




75,000-99,999 


4,500 


20.6 


5,520 


20.9 




100,000-149,999 


5,460 


25.2 


6,690 


25.5 




150,000-199,999 


2,110 


9.9 


2,590 


10.0 




200,000-300,000 


1,330 


6.3 


1,600 


6.1 




More than 300,000 


430 


2.0 


530 


2.0 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 39. Before and after imputation distributions of key faculty questionnaire variables: 2004 — 
Continued 



Variable description 


Variable category 


Before imputation 
Number Percent 


After imputation 
Number Percent 


Race/ethnicity, Flispanic/Latino 


Total 


26,030 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




Not Flispanic/Latino 


24,320 


95.9 


24,400 


95.9 




Flispanic/Latino 


1,700 


4.1 


1,700 


4.1 


Race, American Indian or Alaska 


Total 


25,590 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 


Native 


Not American Indian/Alaska Native 


25,060 


98.2 


25,570 


98.2 




American Indian/Alaska Native 


530 


1.8 


540 


1.9 


Race, Asian 


Total 


25,590 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




Not Asian 


24,030 


94.0 


24,480 


93.8 




Asian 


1,560 


6.0 


1,630 


6.2 


Race, Black or African American 


Total 


25,590 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




Not Black/African American 


23,450 


93.7 


23,940 


93.8 




Black/African American 


2,140 


6.3 


2,170 


6.2 


Race, Native Flawaiian or other 


Total 


25,590 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 


Pacific Islander 


Not Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 


25,500 


99.7 


26,020 


99.7 




Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 


90 


0.3 


90 


0.3 


Race, White 


Total 


25,590 


100.0 


26,110 


100.0 




Not White 


3,670 


12.2 


3,780 


12.3 




White 


21,920 


87.9 


22,330 


87.7 



NOTE: Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:04). 



5.5 Derived Variables 

For NSOPF:04, a total of 45 institution-level and 130 faculty-level derived variables were 
constructed to simplify access to standard queries useful to analysts, as well as to enhance 
substantive analysis. Since research questions often require independent or control variables, this 
set of derived variables was added to the faculty data files. The 45 institution-level derived 
variables were also added to the institution data files. Multiple sources of data were used to 
create institution-derived variables, including selected 2000-01 and 1997-98 IPEDS surveys, the 
Carnegie classification system, andNSOPF:04 sampling information. 
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Table 40. Before and after imputation distributions of key institution questionnaire variables: 
2004 



Before imputation After imputation 



Variable description 


Variable category 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Full-time benefit: medical insurance 


Total 


900 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


# 


0.4 


# 


0.4 




All 


860 


95.8 


880 


95.9 




Some 


40 


3.7 


40 


3.7 




None 


# 


0.1 


# 


0.1 


Full-time benefit: dental insurance 


Total 


900 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


# 


0.4 


# 


0.4 




All 


820 


88.1 


830 


88.2 




Some 


40 


4.3 


40 


4.2 




None 


40 


7.2 


40 


7.1 


Full-time benefit: disability insurance 


Total 


890 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


# 


0.4 


# 


0.4 




All 


790 


86.8 


810 


86.7 




Some 


60 


6.8 


60 


6.8 




None 


40 


5.9 


40 


6.2 


Full-time benefit: life insurance 


Total 


900 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


# 


0.4 


# 


0.4 




All 


810 


92.2 


840 


92.3 




Some 


50 


4.4 


50 


4.4 




None 


30 


2.9 


30 


2.9 


Full-time benefit: child care 


Total 


880 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


# 


0.4 


# 


0.4 




All 


200 


16.2 


210 


16.2 




Some 


50 


3.1 


60 


3.2 




None 


620 


80.3 


650 


80.2 


Full-time benefit: retiree medical insurance 


Total 


860 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


# 


0.5 


# 


0.4 




All 


470 


50.6 


520 


50.4 




Some 


210 


21.6 


220 


21.0 




None 


180 


27.4 


190 


28.2 


Full-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan 


Total 


880 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


# 


0.4 


# 


0.4 




All 


260 


29.4 


270 


29.1 




Some 


20 


1.8 


20 


1.8 




None 


600 


68.4 


630 


68.7 


Full-time benefit: wellness program 


Total 


880 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


# 


0.4 


10 


0.4 




All 


570 


65.2 


600 


65.2 




Some 


30 


3.8 


30 


3.9 




None 


270 


30.6 


290 


30.6 


Part-time benefit: medical insurance 


Total 


900 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


10 


0.4 


10 


0.4 




All 


80 


8.1 


80 


8.1 




Some 


390 


34.4 


400 


34.4 




None 


420 


57.1 


430 


57.2 


Part-time benefit: dental insurance 


Total 


900 


100.0 


920 


100.0 




Not Applicable 


10 


0.4 


10 


0.4 




All 


70 


7.9 


70 


7.8 




Some 


330 


30.0 


340 


29.8 




None 


490 


61.8 


500 


62.1 



# Rounds to zero. 

NOTE: Institution counts are rounded to the nearest 10 to protect the confidentiality of faculty and institutions. However, 
percentages cited are based on the original unrounded numbers. Detail may not sum to totals due to rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:04). 
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Chapter 6 

Weighting and Variance Estimation 

Three sets of analysis weights were ealeulated for this administration of the 2004 
National Study of Postseeondary Faeulty (NSOPF:04), details of whieh are provided in this 
seetion. First, a set of analysis weights was ealeulated for institutions responding to the 
institution survey. Next, analysis weights were eonstrueted for responding faeulty, whieh 
refleeted the seleetion probabilities of institutions providing faculty lists and selection of faculty 
members within sample institutions. In addition, a set of contextual weights was calculated to use 
when linking faculty and institution survey data. These analysis weights were constructed as the 
product of corresponding sampling weights and adjustment factors for frame multiplicity, 
nonresponse, and poststratification to known control totals. As detailed in the following 
sections, each component of the final analysis weights represents either the inverse of a selection 
probability or a weight adjustment to reduce bias. 

The institution analysis weights were computed as the product of the following five 
weight components and adjustment factors: 

(1) institution sampling weight (WTl); 

(2) institution multiplicity adjustment factor (WT2); 

(3) institution nonresponse adjustment factor (WT3); 

(4) institution poststratification adjustment factor (WT4); and 

(5) institution ratio adjustment factor (WT5). 

In order to compute the analysis weights for faculty, first a set of primary sampling unit 
(PSU) weights were created for institutions providing faculty lists. These interim weights, which 
are of no analytical utility, were only used as component weights for construction of the final 
analysis weights for faculty members. Ultimately, the faculty analysis weights were computed as 
the product of the following nine weight components and adjustment factors: 

(1) institution sampling weight (WTl); 

(2) institution multiplicity adjustment factor (WT2); 

(3) institution nonresponse adjustment (WT3)"^'^; 

(4) institution poststratification adjustment factor (WT4); 

(5) faculty sampling weight (WT5); 

(6) faculty multiplicity adjustment factor (WT6); 

(7) faculty unknown eligibility adjustment factor (WT7); 

(8) faculty nonresponse adjustment factor (WT8); and 

(9) faculty poststratification adjustment factor (WT9). 

Note that here separate sets of nonresponse and poststratification adjustment factors (WT3 and WT4) were 
constructed for each institution as compared to those calculated above, since the set of institutions providing faculty 
lists was not the same as that responding to the institution questionnaire. 
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Analogous to the calculation of analysis weights for the faculty, a set of contextual 
weights was constructed for the subset of faculty for whom their corresponding institutions had 



responded to the institution survey. Table 41 summarizes the distribution of institutions 
providing faculty lists and responding to the institution questionnaire by sampling strata. 

Table 41. Counts of sampled, eligible, and participating institutions, by institution type: 2004 


Institution type 


Sampled 

institutions 


Eligible 

institutions 


Responded 

Faculty list Questionnaire 


Total 


1,080 


1,070 


980 


920 


Public doctoral 


190 


190 


180 


170 


Public master’s 


120 


120 


100 


110 


Public bachelor’s 


30 


30 


30 


30 


Public associate’s 


340 


330 


290 


290 


Public other 


10 


10 


10 


10 


Private not-for-profit doctoral 


110 


110 


100 


90 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


80 


80 


80 


70 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


130 


130 


120 


110 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


10 


10 


10 


10 


Private not-for-profit other 


60 


60 


60 


50 



NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04) 



RTFs weighting software GEM (Generalized Exponential Modeling) (Eolsom and Singh 
2000) has been used for calculation of all weight adjustment factors. Taking advantage of an 
iterative proportional fitting algorithm and the logit method, GEM provides a comprehensive 
weighting program that can utilize a large number of predictor variables for creating a more 
balanced set of weights while automatically curtailing extreme weights that can reduce the 
efficiency of weighted estimates. Eor more details on the GEM adjustment procedure, see 
appendix E. This section provides details of steps taken to construct the resulting weights. 



6.1 Institution Weights 

The institution sampling frame for the NSOPE:04 included a total of 3,380 eligible units, 
detailed composition of which is provided in section 2.1.1. Reflecting the probability 
proportional to size scheme of sample selection, the probability of selection for institution i in 
stratum r was calculated by: 



i 






, for non - certainty selections 
for certainty selections 



where: 



Hr = sample size for stratum r, 

Sri = composite measure of size for institution i in stratum r, and 
Sr+ = composite measure of size for all institutions in stratum r. 
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The initial sample eonsisted of 1,220 institutions. However, this sample was reduced to a 
subsample of institutions, since a smaller sample was deemed adequate to secure all precision 
requirements of NSOPF:04. Therefore, the sampling weight for institution i in stratum r was 
calculated as a function of its initial and subsequent selection probabilities. With Rr representing 
the subsampling rate in stratum r, the sampling weight for the z-th institution in that stratum was 
calculated by: 

=— X — 

K 

It should be noted that during the sample refreshing step, institutions were added to the 
sample of institutions, resulting in total sample of 1,080 institutions for NSOPF:04. 



6.1.1 Adjustment for Institution Muitipiicity 

During the institution recruitment and faculty list sampling stages, a number of 
institutions were identified that had two or more records listed on the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS). In some cases this was caused by institutions that had recently 
merged, while in other cases the sample institution had sent a single faculty list covering multiple 
campuses. Eor sampling purposes, combined faculty lists that could not be separated were treated 
as merged institutions and identified under a single IPEDS ID for purposes of tracking survey 
results. 



Eor institutions with more than one chance of selection, a multiplicity adjustment factor 
was calculated by estimating, as if the selections were independent, the probability that each 
record could be selected. Consequently, when an institution had n chances of selection, its 
probability of selection was calculated by: 



Next, a multiplicity adjustment factor for the z-th sample institution was calculated by: 

1 



WT2, = 






xWTl, 



If the given institution did not require such adjustment, its multiplicity adjustment factor 
was set to unity. This way, the product of WTl and WT2 equals the reciprocal of the resulting 
multiple chance of selection for the institutions with positive multiplicity, and equals WTl for all 
other institutions. 



6.1.2 Nonresponse Adjustment 

Eor calculating the analysis weights for institutions responding to the institution 
questionnaire, an institution (questionnaire) level nonresponse adjustment factor (WT3) was 
constructed using the product of the institution sampling weights (adjusted for multiplicity) and 
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the faculty counts from the frame. For this purpose, the institutional respondent definition 
provided in section 3.1.1 was used to identify the institution subset belonging to the denominator 
of this adjustment factor. The resulting adjustment factors, which were calculated using GEM 
within cells defined by the 10 sampling strata and region, aimed to reduce or eliminate 
nonresponse bias in survey estimates. Construction of the nonresponse adjustment cells was 
based on variables that were deemed to be predictive of response status and available for both 
respondents and nonrespondents. 

6.1.3 Poststratification Adjustment 

A set of poststratification adjustment factors (WT4) was calculated for the 920 institutions 
responding to the questionnaire using the GEM program. Specifically, nonresponse-adjusted 
weights for these institutions were ratio-adjusted to the counts of institutions obtained from the 
sampling frame. Moreover, an additional adjustment factor was calculated to ensure that 
weighted counts of faculty obtained from the institution survey data would coincide with those 
obtained from the faculty survey data. As detailed in the next section, the final analysis weights 
for faculty included ratio adjustments to counts of faculty obtained from the Employees by 
Assigned Position Survey (EAP) conducted in the Winter 2003-04 IPEDS data collection cycle. 
In order to achieve the needed concurrence between the weighted estimates obtained from the 
institution and faculty surveys, the poststratified weights of the 920 institutions were ratio 
adjusted to the corresponding weighted totals from the faculty data. With this last adjustment 
factor computed (WT5), the final analysis weight for each responding institution (WTBOO) was 
calculated by: 

WTBOO = WTl X WT2 x WT3 x WT4 x WT5 

6.2 Faculty Weights 

The final analysis weights for faculty were constructed as the product of the final 
institution weights for the 980 institutions that provided faculty lists (PSEl weights), inverse of 
selection probabilities for faculty, and a series of adjustment factors at the faculty level. The 
needed PSU level weights, which are different from those calculated above for the 920 
institutions responding to the institution questionnaire, were calculated by calibrating the product 
of the institution sampling weights (adjusted for multiplicity) and the faculty frame counts to the 
institution counts within each of the sampling strata. Note that since a minimum weighted 
response rate of 85 percent was secured overall and within each of the sampling strata for 
institutions providing faculty lists, a nonresponse adjustment factor was not calculated for these 
institution. Operationally, these institutions were assigned a nonresponse adjustment factor of 
unity, i.e., WT3 = 1. 

6.2.1 Selection Probability for Faculty 

The overall faculty sampling strata were defined as the institution sampling strata crossed 
with the faculty strata within institutions. The sample faculty members were systematically 



The NSOPF:04 sample of institutions was selected using probabilities proportional to the number of faculty and 
instructional staff in each institution. Consequently, calculation of the analysis weights included multiplication of 
sampling weights (adjusted for multiplicity) by the faculty counts within each of the sampling strata. This means that a 
subset of institutions — particularly those that had small sampling weights, such as certainty institutions, could end up 
with weights that are less than one. 
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selected from the faculty lists at institution-specific rates that were inversely proportional to the 
institution’s probability of selection, as dictated by the sample design. That is, the overall stratum 
sampling rate divided by the institution’s probability of selection; 



where fs represented the overall faculty sampling rate, and ;r„ represented the institution’s 
probability of selection. The sampling weights {WT5) for each of the 35,630 sample faculty 
members were calculated as the reciprocal of the above institution-specific faculty sampling 
rates. 

6.2.2 Adjustment for Faculty Multiplicity 

Faculty members who worked at more than one eligible institution during the 2003-04 
academic year had multiple chances of being selected, since they could have been selected from 
any of the eligible institutions they attended. When this was the case, the resulting multiplicity 
was adjusted for by dividing the sampling weight of the given faculty by the number of 
institutions he/she worked at that were eligible for sample selection. Specifically, the faculty 
multiplicity weight adjustment factor was defined as WT6 = 1/M, where M is the multiplicity or 
number of institutions attended by sample faculty, based on the interview data. 

6.2.3 Adjustment for Unknown Eligibility Status 

For nonresponding faculty members whom project staff were unable to contact, the final 
eligibility status could not be determined. These faculty members were treated as eligible, and 
their weights were adjusted to compensate for the small portion of faculty members who were 
actually ineligible. These weight adjustment factors {WT7), which were calculated within cells 
defined by a cross-classification of institution and faculty types, represented the estimated 
eligibility rates among faculty members with known eligibility status. For faculty members 
known to be eligible the weight adjustment factor was set to one. 

6.2.4 Nonresponse Adjustments 

As reported earlier, faculty-level response rates were less than 85 percent, both overall 
and within a number of sampling strata. Subsequent to a nonresponse bias analysis, details of 
which are provided in appendix I, adjustment factors were calculated within cells indexed by a 
cross-classification of the faculty and institution strata and length of time to respond. Again, the 
weighting program, GEM, was used to create the needed nonresponse adjustment factor (WT8) 
for each of the 26,1 10 responding faculty members. 

6.2.5 Poststratification/Raking Adjustment 

To ensure population coverage, nonresponse adjusted weights were further adjusted to 
match published faculty totals. Specifically, these weights were raked along two dimensions to 
control totals that were constructed using the Winter 2003-04 Employees by Assigned Position 
Survey (EAP;03). This source was used to obtain the total number of full- and part-time faculty 
members by institution type. Moreover, the NSOPE:04 sampling frame was used to generate the 
distribution of faculty members by race/ethnicity and gender, detailed construction of which is 
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provided in section 2.1.4 and appendix A. The resulting two raking dimensions are summarized 
in tables 42 and 43. The raking adjustment factors (WT9) were calculated using GEM. 



Table 42. Faculty counts obtained from EAP:03, by institution type and employment status 



Employment 

status 










Institution type 












Total 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


Total 


1,185,661 


306,119 


143,540 


20,459 


355,577 


13,473 


138,161 


99,021 


66,803 


7,392 


35,116 


Full-time 


662,407 


238,168 


90,183 


11,213 


116,491 


6,514 


94,688 


44,198 


41,709 


3,881 


15,362 


Part-time 


523,254 


67,951 


53,357 


9,246 


239,086 


6,959 


43,473 


54,823 


25,094 


3,511 


19,754 



NOTE: Institution types are defined as follows: 1 = public doctoral, 2 = public master’s, 3 = public bachelor’s, 4 = public associate’s, 
5 = public other, 6 = private not-for-profit doctoral, 7 = private not-for-profit master’s, 8 = private not-for-profit bachelor’s, 9 = private 
not-for-profit associate’s, 1 0 = private not-for-profit other. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS), 2003 Employee by Assigned Position (EAP). 

Table 43. Faculty counts obtained from EAP:03 and NSOPF:04 sampling frame, by institution 
type, race/ethnicity, and gender 



Institution type 



Race/gender 


Total 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


Asian 


80,704 


35,993 


8,804 


980 


11,968 


567 


14,203 


3,583 


2,430 


184 


1,992 


Asian male 


53,201 


25,463 


5,843 


627 


6,123 


371 


9,772 


2,241 


1,373 


97 


1,291 


Asian female 


27,503 


10,530 


2,961 


353 


5,845 


196 


4,431 


1,342 


1,057 


87 


701 


Black 


68,790 


11,908 


10,974 


1,920 


25,133 


882 


6,621 


4,430 


4,614 


426 


1,883 


Black male 


33,699 


6,126 


5,557 


990 


11,164 


396 


3,625 


2,205 


2,371 


197 


1,068 


Black female 


35,091 


5,782 


5,416 


930 


13,969 


486 


2,996 


2,224 


2,243 


229 


816 


Hispanic 


41,833 


9,564 


5,118 


557 


17,405 


255 


4,124 


2,414 


1,397 


173 


825 


Hispanic male 


23,177 


5,654 


2,761 


317 


9,284 


133 


2,451 


1,243 


717 


103 


513 


Hispanic female 


18,656 


3,910 


2,358 


239 


8,121 


122 


1,673 


1,171 


680 


70 


312 


Other 


994,330 


248,656 


118,643 


17,002 


301,071 


11,769 


113,212 


88,594 


58,360 


6,608 


30,416 


Other male 


575,155 


158,016 


66,289 


9,751 


154,787 


6,751 


74,456 


49,303 


33,395 


3,450 


18,956 


Other female 


419,175 


90,639 


52,354 


7,251 


146,284 


5,018 


38,756 


39,291 


24,966 


3,158 


11,460 


Faculty 


1,185,661 


306,119 


143,540 


20,459 


355,577 


13,473 


138,161 


99,021 


66,803 


7,392 


35,116 


Male 


685,238 


195,259 


80,451 


11,686 


181,358 


7,652 


90,305 


54,994 


37,857 


3,848 


21,828 


Female 


500,423 


110,860 


63,089 


8,773 


174,219 


5,821 


47,856 


44,027 


28,946 


3,544 


13,288 



NOTE: Institution types are defined as follows: 1 = public doctoral, 2 = public master’s, 3 = public bachelor’s, 4 = public associate’s, 

5 = public other, 6 = private not-for-profit doctoral, 7 = private not-for-profit master’s, 8 = private not-for-profit bachelor’s, 9 = private 
not-for-profit associate’s, 1 0 = private not-for-profit other. 

SCURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS), 2003 Employee by Assigned Position (EAP). 

Finally, eligibility definitions for NSOPF:04 inelude non-faeulty who provide instruetion 
but do not have teaching as their principal activity. Since there were no published counts for such 
faculty members that could be used for weighting, nonresponse-adjusted weights were used to 
develop an estimate for this small subgroup. For this purpose, all emerging 560 non-faculty 
members retained their nonresponse adjusted weights — totaling to 26,803 — as their final weights 
and were not included during the above raking process."^^ That is, a value of one was assigned to 
the raking adjustment factor for these respondents when calculating their final analysis weights. 
In general, however, the final analysis weights (WTAOO) were computed as the product of the 
institution and the faculty component weights by: 

WTAOO = WTl X WT2 x WT3 x WT4 x WT5 x WT6 x WT7 x WT8 x WT9 



This means that the sum of the weights for all 26,1 10 respondents, which includes the 560 non-faculty members, is 
1,211,744 = 1,185,661 + 26,083. 
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6.3 Variance Estimation 

The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF;04) sampling design was a 
stratified two-stage design. A stratified sample of postsecondary institutions was selected with 
probabilities proportional to a composite measure of size at the first stage, and a stratified 
systematic sample of faculty and instructional staff was selected from sample institutions 
providing lists at the second stage. Because of this complex sampling design, statistical analyses 
should be conducted using software packages that properly account for the employed survey 
design through use of survey weights. 

Most commonly used statistical procedures assume that data are obtained from a simple 
random sample; that is, that the observations are independent and identically distributed. When 
the data have been collected using a complex sampling design, the simple random sampling 
assumption usually leads to underestimating the sampling variance, which would lead to 
artificially narrow confidence intervals and liberal hypothesis test results; that is to say, rejecting 
the null hypothesis when it is true more often than indicated by the nominal Type I error level. 
(Carlson et al. 1993). 

Statistical strategies that have been developed to address this issue include: first-order 
Taylor series expansion of the variance equation; balanced repeated replication; and the 
Jackknife approach (Wolter 1985). Software packages that have been developed for analyzing 
complex sample survey data include SUDAAN, WesVar, Stata, and SAS. SUDAAN is a 
commercial product developed by RTF Further information can be obtained from the website 
http://www.rti.org/sudaan. WesVar is a product of Westat, Inc., for which additional information 
can be obtained from the website http://www.westat.com/wesvar. Stata is a product of StataCorp 
LP; additional information about Stata can be found at the following website: 
http://www.stata.com. SAS information may be found on the SAS corporate website: 
http://www.sas.com. Also, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) has developed a 
software tool called the Data Analysis System (DAS) for analysis of complex survey data. 
Information about DAS is available from the website http://nces.ed.gov/das. 

The variance estimation strategy chosen for NSOPE:04 has aimed to satisfy the following 
requirements and design features: 

• variance reduction due to stratification at all stages of sampling; 

• unequal weighting effects due to nonresponse adjustment and poststratification; 

• variance inflation due to clustering; 

• estimation of linear and nonlinear statistics such as quantiles; and 

• variance reduction due to finite population corrections at the PSU (institution) stage 
of sampling and the high sampling rates in certain strata. 

Commonly applied bootstrap variance estimation techniques satisfy the first four 
requirements. To meet the last requirement, however, the methodology developed by Kaufman 
was applied (Kaufman 2004). This methodology incorporates the finite population correction 
factors at both stages of sampling. However, for NSOPE:04, application of this method reflected 
the finite population correction factor at the first stage only where sampling fractions were often 
high. At the second stage, where the sampling fractions were generally low, the finite population 
correction factor was set to 1.00. 
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The Kaufman methodology was used to develop a vector of 64 bootstrap sample weights 
that are included on the analysis file, along with the full sample analysis weights. Replicate 
weights were set to zero for units not selected in a particular bootstrap sample while weights for 
other units were inflated for the bootstrap subsampling. Note that analogous to the full sample 
weights, these replicate weights were also poststratified to the same set of control totals for 
calibration. 

The number of replicate weights was set at 64 based on an empirical investigation of the 
behavior of variance estimates as the number of replicates increased. This investigation showed 
that the stability of variance estimates improved with increasing numbers of replicates and 
became fairly stable for most estimates when between 50 and 55 replicate weights were used. 
Also, a similar process of generating replicate weights was used for the institution file except that 
all procedures relating to the second stage of sampling were omitted. 

The vector of B replicate weights allows for computing additional estimates for the sole 
purpose of estimating a variance. With the 64 sets of replicate weights, the variance of any 

statistic, 0 , can be estimated by separately calculating the statistic of interest from each replicate 
and then using the variability among the resulting estimates to calculate the variance of the given 
statistic by: 

64 

var(^) = — , 

B 

where 6l is the estimate based on the 6-th replicate weights. 

Once the replicate weights are provided, this estimate can be produced by survey 
software packages such as SUDAAN, STATA, and WesVar. Here, the analyst should specify the 
full study and replicate weights appropriate for the given analysis. In this case, the analyst should 
specify the full study and replicate weights, which are appropriate for the given analysis. Below 
is an example of a generic SUDAAN code for producing point estimates and their associated 
standard errors using replicate weights that reflect the reduction in variance due to finite 
population correction ifpc) at the institution stage of sampling. The symbols /* and */ in the code 
indicate the beginning and end of a comment. Note that the dataset does not need to be sorted. 

proc descript data=/* insert filename*/ design=brr; 

weight STUDYWEIGHT; 

rep Wgt BRR WTOl-BRR WT64; 

var /*insert variables*/; 

subpopn /* insert domain of interest if analysis domain is a subset of faculty members*/; 

print nsum mean semean / style=nchs; 

run; 

Again, it should be noted that there are three sets of study (analysis) weights and their 
corresponding replicate weights. These weights are: 

1 . Institution weights 
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Analysis: WTBOO 
Replicate: WTBOl - WTB64 

2. Faculty weights 
Analysis: WTAOO 
Replicate: WTAOl - WTA64 

3. Contextual weights 
Analysis: WTCOO 
Replicate: WTCOl -WTC64 

Should analysts decide to use the Taylor Series Linearization method for approximating 
standard errors of estimates, the design structure (level of clustering) should be specified by 
identifying the analysis strata and primary sampling units (PSU). Below is an example of generic 
SUDAAN code to produce estimates and standard errors using Taylor Series approximation. The 
symbols /* and */ in the code indicate the beginning and end of a comment. Note that the dataset 
must be sorted by analysis strata and analysis PSUs."^^ 

proc descript data=/* insert filename*/ design=wr; 

nest analysis stratum analysis PSU; 

weight STUDYWEIGHT; 

var /*insert variables*/; 

subpopn /* insert domain of interest if analysis domain is a subset of faculty members */; 

print nsum mean semean / style=nchs; 

run; 

For each of the three types of analyses — institution, faculty, and contextual (merged) — 
specific design variables, which are generically named analysis stratum and analysis PSU in the 
above code, need to be identified. These variables are available on corresponding final datasets 
as described below. 

• Institution design variables 

Analysis PSU: IPSU 

Analysis Stratum: ISTRATUM 

• Faculty design variables 

Analysis PSU: FPSU 

Analysis Stratum: FSTRATUM 

• Contextual design variables 

Analysis PSU: FPSU 

Analysis Stratum: FSTRATUM 



Please note that DAS uses Taylor linearization approach for variance estimation and calculation of DEFF and 
DEFT. 
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6.4 Design Effects and Standard Errors 

Table 44 provides estimates of design effeets for selected faculty data. These estimates, 
which consist of the ratio of variance of estimates under the employed design and simple random 
sampling (DEFF)"^^ and the square root of this ratio (DEFT),"^^ are typically used as measures for 
the efficiency of a sample design. The larger the design effect, the larger the variance of the 
estimate relative to what would have been obtained under simple random sampling where all 
units have the same chance of selection. 

The standard errors were calculated using SUDAAN with the replicate weights that were 
calculated for these data, details of which are provided section 6.3. The average design effect for 
the listed key faculty estimates in table 44 was 1.88. Briefly, this indicates that due to differential 
sampling and weight adjustments, the resulting sample is 1.88 times less effective as compared 
to a simple random sample with 100 percent response rate. That is, the original sample size 
should be divided by 1.88 to obtain the effective sample size under the employed design. More 
detailed tables are available in appendix M. 



Table 44. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics: 2004 



Item 


Number^ 


Percent 

estimate 


Standard errcr 
Design SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


01: Percent with instructional duties 


26,110 


97.0 


0.14 


0.11 


1.69 


1.30 


02: Percent with some credit instruction 


26,110 


90.2 


0.32 


0.18 


2.94 


1.71 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


26,110 


92.2 


0.26 


0.17 


2.39 


1.54 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


26,110 


73.8 


0.34 


0.27 


1.58 


1.26 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


26,110 


8.8 


0.18 


0.18 


1.06 


1.03 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


8,360 


18.0 


0.34 


0.24 


1.99 


1.41 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


8,360 


28.0 


0.38 


0.28 


1.83 


1.35 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


26,110 


21.2 


0.31 


0.25 


1.53 


1.24 


012: Percent with tenure 


26,110 


39.8 


0.45 


0.30 


2.24 


1.50 


015: Percent nonunion union not available 


20,880 


11.7 


0.27 


0.20 


1.91 


1.38 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


26,110 


11.5 


0.25 


0.20 


1.62 


1.27 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


26,110 


73.2 


0.37 


0.27 


1.87 


1.37 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


21,460 


93.7 


0.19 


0.15 


1.66 


1.29 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


15,280 


27.2 


0.34 


0.28 


1.56 


1.25 


Q39: Percent with website for instruction 


26,110 


84.9 


0.30 


0.24 


1.55 


1.24 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


26,110 


31.5 


0.62 


0.38 


2.69 


1.64 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


26,110 


57.6 


0.33 


0.31 


1.20 


1.10 


Q68: Percent paid by the course exclude salary 


6,740 


34.1 


0.62 


0.52 


1.43 


1.20 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


26,110 


34.8 


0.58 


0.52 


1.22 


1.11 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


26,110 


69.0 


0.54 


0.32 


2.88 


1.70 


081: Percent United States citizen 


26,110 


36.9 


0.97 


0.59 


2.71 


1.65 



^ This number reflects the total number of eligible respondents for each item, rounded to the nearest 1 0. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



The design effect (DEFF) is the variance estimate of an estimated parameter under the survey design divided by 
the variance estimate of an estimated parameter for a simple random sample of the same size. 

The root design effect (DEFT) is the square root of the design effect (DEFF). 
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A.1 Institution Frame Construction 

The institution sample seleetion has been based on a probability proportional to size 
(PPS) seleetion methodology, where eaeh institution was assigned a eomposite measure of size 
(MOS) that refleeted the number of eligible faculty and instructional staff in each of the 
following six hierarchical strata in the given order of inclusion: ^ 

• Hispanic; 

• non-Hispanic Black; 

• Asian and Pacific Islander; 

• full-time female; 

• full-time male; and 

• all other. 

Faculty counts needed for MOS calculations were initially obtained from the Fall Staff 
Survey Component of the Winter 2001-2002 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 
(IPEDS) Data Collection (Winter:02 IPEDS). However, this source could not provide all of the 
information necessary to classify faculty members into one of the above sampling strata. Eor 
instance, faculty counts were not reported in a number of institutions, while for others, reported 
counts were not indexed by race and ethnicity. As a result, the missing information had to be 
imputed in two steps. As detailed in the next section, the first step consisted of imputing 
unreported (missing) faculty counts, while in the second step, faculty reported as having 
unknown race/ethnicity or as nonresident aliens were distributed among the known race 
categories using a special procedure. Subsequent to these two steps, faculty members in each 
institution were classified into one of the six sampling strata. 

A.1.1 Imputation of Missing Faculty Counts 

As summarized in table A-1, starting with the 3,379 eligible institutions in the NSOPE:04 
universe, the Winter:02 IPEDS provided faculty counts for 3,148 institutions, including counts 
of faculty with unknown race/ethnicity and those listed as nonresident aliens. Of these 3,148 
institutions, 59 were main campuses (parents) that reported to IPEDS the total faculty at the main 
campus as well as those for their branch (child) campuses. Among the 23 1 institutions that had 
no reported faculty counts, 80 were children of the 59 parent campuses and the remaining 151 
were campuses without any reported faculty counts. 



^ It should be noted that since the institution samples for both National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04) 
and National Postsecondary Student Aid Survey (NPSAS:04) surveys were selected jointly, the MOS for each 
institution was calculated to reflect the number of students in each institution as well. 

^ Note that the universe count of 3,379 does not reflect the two institutions that were added after sample selection to 
refresh the sample. 
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Table A-1. Composition of NSOPF:04 institutions based on availability of the Winter:02 IPEDS 
data 


Institution type 


Frequency 


All eligible institutions 


3,379 


With IPEDS faculty counts 


3,148 


Non-parent 


3,089 


Parent 


59 


Without IPEDS faculty counts 


231 


Children 


80 


Other 


151 



NOTE: Parent refers to main campuses. Children refers to branch campuses. IPEDS = Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

The IPEDS allows institutions to provide eombined faeulty eounts for themselves and 
their braneh eampuses. The unreported faeulty eounts for the 80 ehild eampuses were realloeated 
from their parents aeeording to the following steps. Here, all ehild institutions eorresponding to a 
parent institution were included, even if such institutions were not eligible for NSOPF;04. 

• For the 75 child institutions whose parents had a Carnegie code — accredited, degree- 
granting colleges and universities — the total count of faculty for each faculty group 
was reallocated from the parent institutions such that the parent retained twice as 
many faculty members as each of the children for the given group. This is the 
procedure followed for IPEDS. 

• For the remaining five child institutions whose parents did not have a Carnegie code, 
the total count of faculty for each group was allocated equally between the parent and 
its child. 

There were 151 institutions in the NSOPF universe that were not eligible for IPEDS 

-5 

imputation and had no reported faculty counts in the Winter:02 IPEDS. In order to calculate 
MOS for such institutions, missing counts of faculty members were imputed using a 
methodology similar to that used to impute all IPEDS data. Specifically, the following steps 
were taken: 

• If data were available from the Fall Staff Survey (IPEDS-S:97 or -S:99), these data 
were used without any adjustments, with preference given to the more recent data. 

• If data were not available from either the IPEDS-S:97 or -S:99, faculty counts were 
imputed as a function of student counts according to the following steps: 

- Using the IPEDS 2000 Fall Enrollment dataset, for each institution the full-time 
equivalent (FTE) for students was calculated using the following formula: 

FTE = Full-time + — Part-time 
3 



^ Institutions not in-scope for imputation for the Fall Staff Survey of IPEDS included those that were child institutions 
or had less than 15 full-time employees. 
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- Each institution was assigned to an imputation group based on institution type and 
within eaeh group the institution with the elosest EXE was seleeted as the donor 
institution. Subsequently, the missing faeulty eounts for eaeh subgroup were 
imputed using the following ratio estimator, in whieh the funetion “Integer” 
indieates the integer part of the resulting number: 



Faculty = Integer 



Faculty x 



FTE 



Missing 



FTE 



Donor 



A.1.2 Imputation of Missing Facuity Stratification Information 

The majority of the 3,379 NSOPE:04 institutions ineluded faeulty members whose raee 
and ethnieity were reported as nonresident alien or as unknown. These raee/ethnieity eategories 
had to be reeoneiled so that sueh faeulty eould be alloeated to the six sampling strata. As detailed 
next, this proeess was earried out separately for faeulty with reported unknown raee/ethnieity 
and for faeulty who are reported as nonresident aliens. 

A large number of institutions ineluded faeulty for whom raee/ethnieity was reported as 
unknown. These faeulty were assigned to known raee eategories available from IPEDS (non- 
Hispanie Blaek, Hispanie, Asian/Paeifie Islander, Ameriean Indian/ Alaska Native, and White) 
using the following steps. 

• Eor eaeh institution, the pereentage of faeulty with known raee/ethnieity was obtained 
for groups indexed by gender and employment status (part-time and full-time). 

• When the reported raee/ethnieity eounts of faeulty within a gender/employment group 
were at least 50 pereent of the total faeulty eount for that group (ineluding those with 
unknown raee/ethnieity and nonresident aliens), the eount of faeulty with unknown 
raee/ethnieity was distributed to eaeh of the raee eategories in proportion to the 
reported eounts within the gender/employment group. 

• Conversely, when the reported raee/ethnieity eounts of faeulty within a 
gender/employment group were less than 50 pereent of the total faeulty eount, faeulty 
with unknown raee/ethnieity were distributed to eaeh of the raee eategories in 
proportion to the average distribution of raee for that gender/employment group 
within elasses indexed by level of institution (2- and 4-year) and region. Average 
group distributions were eonstrueted from those institutions with more than 50 
pereent of raee/ethnieity of their faeulty reported in the five categories. 

Tables A-2 through A-5 summarize the resulting average distributions and other statisties 
for eaeh of the 16 institution groups within the four gender/employment groups. In addition to 
faeulty with unknown raee/ethnieity, many institutions ineluded eounts of nonresident alien 
faeulty for whom raee/ethnieity was not reported. In sueh eases, eounts of nonresident alien 
faeulty members were distributed among the known raee/ethnieity groups within groups indexed 
by gender and employment status. Eor this purpose, the needed distributions for nonresident 
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aliens were obtained from the 1990 through 1999 Survey of Earned Doetorates (SED) data,"^ 
sinee the distribution of reported raee/ethnicity based on IPEDS is not representative of 
nonresident alien faculty members. 

Table A-2. Race/ethnicity distribution of full-time male faculty and percent unknown race, by 
level and region of institution: 2002 

Percent of race/ Percent mean distribution 

Ciass ethnicity known of aii facuity by race/ethnicity 

American 



Number 


institution ievei 


OBE 

region 


0-49 


50-100 


Hispanic 


Biack 


Asian/ 

Pacific 

Isiander 


indian/ 

Aiaskan 

Native 


White 


1 


4-year or above 


1 


8 


185 


1.6 


2.7 


4.0 


0.2 


91.5 


2 


4-year or above 


2 


6 


436 


2.0 


5.0 


5.0 


0.1 


88.0 


3 


4-year or above 


3 


15 


345 


2.0 


3.8 


4.6 


0.2 


89.5 


4 


4-year or above 


4 


8 


218 


1.7 


1.6 


3.3 


0.9 


92.5 


5 


4-year or above 


5 


8 


461 


1.7 


10.5 


4.5 


0.3 


83.0 


6 


4-year or above 


6 


2 


156 


4.6 


4.8 


5.8 


1.3 


83.4 


7 


4-year or above 


7 


1 


51 


2.2 


1.0 


3.4 


1.5 


91.9 


8 


4-year or above 


8 


9 


259 


3.7 


3.5 


9.3 


0.4 


83.2 


9 


At ieast 2- but iess than 4-year 


1 


4 


45 


1.5 


4.4 


1.9 


0.2 


92.0 


10 


At ieast 2- but iess than 4-year 


2 


10 


124 


2.5 


5.5 


2.6 


0.2 


89.3 


11 


At ieast 2- but iess than 4-year 


3 


1 


156 


1.4 


5.1 


2.6 


1.2 


89.7 


12 


At ieast 2- but iess than 4-year 


4 


1 


133 


0.9 


1.4 


0.9 


3.1 


93.7 


13 


At ieast 2- but iess than 4-year 


5 


1 


366 


1.6 


8.9 


1.2 


0.5 


87.8 


14 


At ieast 2- but iess than 4-year 


6 


1 


129 


9.8 


3.2 


1.8 


2.6 


82.7 


15 


At ieast 2- but iess than 4-year 


7 


1 


43 


2.3 


1.1 


0.7 


5.6 


90.3 


16 


At ieast 2- but iess than 4-year 


8 


3 


193 


7.5 


4.6 


6.7 


1.4 


79.9 



NOTE: Office of Business Economics (OBE) regions are defined as 1 = New Engiand (CT, ME, MA, NH, Rl, VT); 2 = Mid East (DE, 
DC, MD, NJ, NY, PA); 3 = Great Lakes (IL, iN, Mi, OH, Wi); 4 = Piains (iA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, SD); 5 = Southeast (AL, AR, FL, 
GA, KY, LA, MS, NO, SC, TN, VA, WV); 6 = Southwest (AZ, NM, OK, TX); 7 = Rocky Mountains (CO, iD, MT, UT, WY); 8 = Far 
West (AK, CA, Hi, NV, OR, WA). 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationai Center for Education Statistics, 2002 integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (iPEDS). 



Accordingly, in the first region there are eight 4-year or above institutions at which 
race/ethnicity was known for less than 50 percent of full-time male faculty members, while there 
were 185 institutions at which race/ethnicity was known for more than 50 percent of full-time 
male faculty. The corresponding numbers for at least 2- but less than 4-year institution are 4 and 
45, respectively in region 1. 



^ http://www.nsf.qov/statistics/srvvdoctorates/ 
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Table A-3. Race/ethnicity distribution of part-time male faculty and percent unknown race, by 
level and region of institution: 2002 





Class 




Percent of race/ 
ethnicity known 




Percent mean distribution 
of all faculty by race/ethnicity 




Number 


Institution level 


OBE 

region 


0-49 


50-100 


Hispanic 


Black 


Asian/ 

Pacific 

Islander 


American 

Indian/ 

Alaskan 

Native 


White 


1 


4-year or above 


1 


41 


152 


1.4 


3.7 


2.1 


0.2 


92.6 


2 


4-year or above 


2 


70 


372 


1.8 


6.0 


2.5 


0.1 


89.6 


3 


4-year or above 


3 


64 


296 


1.1 


4.6 


2.4 


0.2 


91.7 


4 


4-year or above 


4 


56 


170 


0.7 


3.0 


1.1 


0.9 


94.4 


5 


4-year or above 


5 


85 


384 


1.5 


13.4 


2.2 


0.3 


82.6 


6 


4-year or above 


6 


27 


131 


6.2 


6.6 


3.8 


1.1 


82.4 


7 


4-year or above 


7 


12 


40 


3.1 


1.6 


1.7 


2.0 


91.6 


8 


4-year or above 


8 


66 


202 


3.6 


4.1 


9.5 


0.6 


82.2 


9 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


1 


18 


31 


1.9 


5.3 


1.2 


0.1 


91.5 


10 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


2 


16 


118 


2.9 


7.5 


2.8 


0.2 


86.7 


11 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


3 


13 


144 


1.8 


6.2 


1.6 


0.8 


89.6 


12 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


4 


28 


106 


1.7 


3.4 


0.7 


2.3 


92.0 


13 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


5 


55 


312 


1.6 


10.6 


0.6 


0.5 


86.8 


14 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


6 


26 


104 


11.5 


4.2 


1.4 


1.9 


81.0 


15 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


7 


10 


34 


4.9 


1.4 


0.8 


9.6 


83.3 


16 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


8 


17 


179 


6.6 


4.5 


6.8 


1.4 


80.8 



NOTE: Office of Business Economics (OBE) regions are defined as 1 = New England (CT, ME, MA, NH, Rl, VT); 2 = Mid East (DE, 
DC, MD, NJ, NY, PA); 3 = Great Lakes (IL, IN, Ml, OH, Wl); 4 = Plains (lA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, SD); 5 = Southeast (AL, AR, FL, 
GA, KY, LA, MS, NO, SC, TN, VA, WV); 6 = Southwest (AZ, NM, OK, TX); 7 = Rocky Mountains (CO, ID, MT, UT, WY); 8 = Far 
West (AK, CA, HI, NV, OR, WA). 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2002 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS). 



Table A-4. Race/ethnicity distribution of full-time female faculty and percent unknown race, by 
level and region of institution: 2002 





Class 




Percent of race/ 
ethnicity known 




Percent mean distribution 
of all faculty by race/ethnicity 




Number 


Institution level 


OBE 

region 


0-49 


50-100 


Hispanic 


Black 


Asian/ 

Pacific 

Islander 


American 

Indian/ 

Alaskan 

Native 


White 


1 


4-year or above 


1 


7 


186 


1.9 


2.8 


3.5 


0.2 


91.6 


2 


4-year or above 


2 


46 


396 


2.5 


6.5 


4.1 


0.2 


86.8 


3 


4-year or above 


3 


15 


345 


1.9 


4.7 


3.3 


0.4 


89.8 


4 


4-year or above 


4 


7 


219 


1.3 


2.4 


1.9 


1.1 


93.3 


5 


4-year or above 


5 


11 


458 


2.1 


13.8 


2.3 


0.6 


81.3 


6 


4-year or above 


6 


5 


153 


4.9 


7.4 


4.2 


1.7 


81.9 


7 


4-year or above 


7 


2 


50 


2.4 


0.8 


4.9 


1.2 


90.8 


8 


4-year or above 


8 


17 


251 


3.7 


3.0 


9.3 


0.6 


83.4 


9 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


1 


2 


47 


1.1 


3.5 


0.9 


0.3 


94.3 


10 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


2 


3 


131 


1.7 


6.0 


1.9 


0.2 


90.2 


11 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


3 


0 


157 


1.1 


6.5 


2.0 


0.5 


89.9 


12 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


4 


0 


134 


0.6 


1.5 


0.9 


2.8 


94.2 


13 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


5 


0 


367 


1.3 


13.0 


0.7 


0.3 


84.6 


14 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


6 


1 


129 


8.3 


5.0 


1.7 


2.2 


82.8 


15 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


7 


1 


43 


2.8 


0.6 


0.3 


7.3 


89.0 


16 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


8 


4 


192 


7.6 


5.4 


7.9 


1.4 


77.8 



NOTE: Office of Business Economics (OBE) regions are defined as 1 = New England (CT, ME, MA, NH, Rl, VT); 2 = Mid East (DE, 
DC, MD, NJ, NY, PA); 3 = Great Lakes (IL, IN, Ml, OH, Wl); 4 = Plains (lA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, SD); 5 = Southeast (AL, AR, FL, 
GA, KY, LA, MS, NO, SC, TN, VA, WV); 6 = Southwest (AZ, NM, OK, TX); 7 = Rocky Mountains (CO, ID, MT, UT, WY); 8 = Far 
West (AK, CA, HI, NV, OR, WA). 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2002 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS). 
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Table A-5. Race/ethnicity distribution of part-time female faculty and percent unknown race, by 
level and region of institution: 2002 



Percent of 

race/ethnicity Percent mean distribution 

Ciass known of aii facuity by race/ethnicity 

American 



Number 


Institution level 


OBE 

region 


0-49 


50-100 


Hispanic 


Black 


Asian/ 

Pacific 

Islander 


Indian/ 

Alaskan 

Native 


White 


1 


4-year or above 


1 


40 


153 


1.4 


2.0 


2.6 


0.1 


94.0 


2 


4-year or above 


2 


92 


350 


2.6 


6.6 


3.5 


0.2 


87.1 


3 


4-year or above 


3 


63 


297 


1.5 


5.7 


2.9 


0.3 


89.7 


4 


4-year or above 


4 


52 


174 


1.2 


2.3 


1.3 


1.1 


94.2 


5 


4-year or above 


5 


91 


378 


1.9 


15.0 


1.8 


0.1 


81.3 


6 


4-year or above 


6 


33 


125 


6.3 


8.5 


2.6 


0.8 


81.8 


7 


4-year or above 


7 


11 


41 


3.0 


0.7 


2.0 


1.6 


92.7 


8 


4-year or above 


8 


66 


202 


5.3 


3.2 


8.2 


0.5 


82.8 


9 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


1 


18 


31 


1.9 


2.7 


1.6 


0.1 


93.6 


10 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


2 


14 


120 


3.2 


7.0 


2.4 


0.2 


87.3 


11 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


3 


12 


145 


1.4 


6.9 


1.3 


0.8 


89.7 


12 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


4 


21 


113 


0.9 


1.6 


0.5 


1.8 


95.2 


13 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


5 


54 


313 


1.5 


13.8 


0.6 


0.3 


83.8 


14 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


6 


22 


108 


12.7 


5.1 


1.1 


1.7 


79.4 


15 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


7 


10 


34 


2.8 


1.0 


1.0 


5.8 


89.4 


16 


At least 2- but less than 4-year 


8 


18 


178 


6.3 


4.9 


8.0 


1.6 


79.2 



NOTE: Office of Business Economics (OBE) regions are defined as 1 = New Engiand (CT, ME, MA, NH, Rl, VT); 2 = Mid East (DE, 
DC, MD, NJ, NY, PA); 3 = Great Lakes (IL, iN, Mi, OH, Wi); 4 = Piains (iA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, SD); 5 = Southeast (AL, AR, FL, 
GA, KY, LA, MS, NO, SC, TN, VA, WV); 6 = Southwest (AZ, NM, OK, TX); 7 = Rocky Mountains (CO, iD, MT, UT, WY); 8 = Far 
West (AK, CA, Hi, NV, OR, WA). 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationai Center for Education Statistics, 2002 integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (iPEDS). 



Using data from the prior 10 years of SED, counts of doctorate recipients with temporary 
resident status were obtained to construct surrogate distributions of race/ethnicity for nonresident 
alien faculty members. Specifically, the average race/ethnicity distributions of these individuals 
were calculated within groups indexed by gender, type of institution (public and private), and 
region. The appropriate distribution(s) were applied to the number of nonresident aliens in each 
institution to allocate such counts to one of the known race/ethnicity categories. Tables A-6 and 
A-7 provide a summary of the resulting average distributions and other statistics for nonresident 
aliens for each gender. 
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Table A-6. Race/ethnicity distribution of full- and part-time male temporary residents 
constructed from the Survey of Earned Doctorates: 1990-1999 





Class 




Percent distribution of temporary residents by race/ethnicity 




Number 


Control 


OBE 

region 


Hispanic 


Black 


Asian/Pacific 

Islander 


American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 


White 


1 


Public 


1 


4.4 


4.9 


69.5 


0.0 


21.2 


2 


Public 


2 


4.0 


3.2 


71.2 


0.0 


21.6 


3 


Public 


3 


3.7 


4.2 


70.2 


0.0 


21.9 


4 


Public 


4 


5.8 


4.5 


70.8 


0.0 


18.9 


5 


Public 


5 


5.0 


4.0 


69.9 


0.0 


21.0 


6 


Public 


6 


8.3 


3.2 


69.0 


0.0 


19.5 


7 


Public 


7 


6.2 


3.3 


62.3 


0.1 


28.2 


8 


Public 


8 


6.3 


2.2 


63.4 


0.0 


28.0 


9 


Private 


1 


4.8 


2.9 


51.4 


0.0 


40.8 


10 


Private 


2 


5.0 


4.0 


60.5 


0.0 


30.6 


11 


Private 


3 


3.8 


3.0 


65.4 


0.0 


27.8 


12 


Private 


4 


6.0 


4.8 


61.2 


0.0 


28.1 


13 


Private 


5 


7.8 


6.0 


60.1 


0.0 


26.2 


14 


Private 


6 


6.7 


3.7 


60.3 


0.0 


29.2 


15 


Private 


7 


4.2 


7.9 


56.6 


0.0 


31.2 


16 


Private 


8 


3.5 


1.8 


59.1 


0.0 


35.6 


NOTE: Office of Business Economics (OBE) regions are defined as 1 = New England (CT, ME, MA, NH, Rl, VT); 2 = 
Mid East (DE, DC, MD, NJ, NY, PA); 3 = Great Lakes (IL, IN, Ml, OH, Wl); 4 = Plains (lA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, SD); 
5 = Southeast (AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NO, SC, TN, VA, WV); 6 = Southwest (AZ, NM, OK, TX); 7 = Rocky 
Mountains (CO, ID, MT, UT, WY); 8 = Far West (AK, CA, HI, NV, OR, WA). 

SOURCE: National Science Foundation, 1990-1999 Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED:90-99). 


Table A-7. Race/ethnicity distribution of full- and part-time female temporary residents 
constructed from the Survey of Earned Doctorates: 1990-1999 






Class 




Percent distribution of temporary residents by race/ethnicity 




Number 


Control 


OBE 

region 


Hispanic 


Black 


Asian/Pacific 

Islander 


American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 


White 


1 


Public 


1 


6.9 


3.8 


60.7 


0.2 


28.4 


2 


Public 


2 


6.2 


2.8 


64.1 


0.0 


26.8 


3 


Public 


3 


5.1 


4.1 


68.1 


0.0 


22.7 


4 


Public 


4 


6.8 


4.4 


69.4 


0.1 


19.4 


5 


Public 


5 


6.4 


4.0 


65.4 


0.0 


24.2 


6 


Public 


6 


9.1 


2.7 


66.9 


0.1 


21.2 


7 


Public 


7 


9.4 


2.8 


56.3 


0.0 


31.5 


8 


Public 


8 


7.3 


2.0 


57.9 


0.1 


32.8 


9 


Private 


1 


5.4 


1.8 


49.8 


0.0 


43.0 


10 


Private 


2 


5.9 


4.8 


52.3 


0.0 


37.0 


11 


Private 


3 


2.2 


2.4 


64.8 


0.0 


30.6 


12 


Private 


4 


4.1 


5.7 


52.5 


0.0 


37.7 


13 


Private 


5 


10.1 


6.3 


49.1 


0.0 


34.5 


14 


Private 


6 


8.9 


1.4 


66.5 


0.0 


23.3 


15 


Private 


7 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


16 


Private 


8 


4.3 


2.9 


55.6 


0.0 


37.2 



NOTE: Office of Business Economics (OBE) regions are defined as 1 = New England (CT, ME, MA, NH, Rl, VT); 2 = 
Mid East (DE, DC, MD, NJ, NY, PA); 3 = Great Lakes (IL, IN, Ml, OH, Wl); 4 = Plains (lA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, SD); 
5 = Southeast (AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NO, SC, TN, VA, WV); 6 = Southwest (AZ, NM, OK, TX); 7 = Rocky 
Mountains (CO, ID, MT, UT, WY); 8 = Far West (AK, CA, HI, NV, OR, WA). 

SOURCE: National Science Foundation, 1990-1999 Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED:90-99). 
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A.2 Institution Sample Selection 

For sampling purposes, 10 institution strata were defined for the NSOPF:04 based on 
Carnegie elassifieation eodes and eontrol. Sinee the institution sample for the faculty study was 
selected jointly with that for students, the 10 NSOPF sampling strata were collapsed from the 
related student-based 58 strata (STRAT58) for the 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students 
(NSoFaS;04). Table A-8 summarizes the distribution of the resulting sample of institutions by 
stratum for NSOPF:04. Table A-9 provides a crosswalk between the two sets of strata. Institution 
sample sizes and their corresponding sampling rates were established using a customized 
cost/variance optimization procedure, which aimed to identify the allocation that would 
accommodate all analytical objectives of this survey while minimizing data collection costs. 



Table A-8. Distribution of NSOPF:04 full-scale institution sample, by type and Carnegie 
classification: 2004 



Degree granting 


Total 


Public 


Private not-for-profit 


Total 


1,080 


680 


400 


Doctor’s 


300 


190 


110 


Master’s 


200 


120 


80 


Bachelor’s 


160 


30 


130 


Associate’s 


350 


340 


10 


Other/Unknown 


70 


10 


60 



NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Numbers have been rounded to the nearest 10. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



A.3 Faculty Frame Construction 

All sampled institutions were contacted to provide lists of faculty and instructional staff 
who were eligible for NSOPF:04. For this purpose, each institution was requested to provide a 
complete list of full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff as of November 1, 2003 (or 
during the fall term of the 2003-04 academic year). 

A.3.1 List Request and Requirements 

Each institution was given several options for providing faculty lists, including uploading 
an electronic copy of the list to a secure website, sending the list as an e-mail attachment, or 
mailing the list on diskette using the provided shipment material. It was requested that files 
containing the faculty lists follow a specific layout. Acceptable file formats included ASCII 
fixed field, ASCII comma-delimited, or Excel spreadsheet. Eor those institutions not capable of 
providing electronic lists of faculty and instructional staff, paper lists were suggested as a last 
choice of format. In addition to campus and home contact information, institutions were asked to 
provide basic demographic information such as gender, race/ethnicity, academic field, and 
employment status of each faculty member. 

Towards the end of the list collection period, online course catalogs and institution 
websites were used to abstract lists for those sampled institutions that had failed to provide 
faculty lists, yet had online sources that could provide adequate information about their faculty 
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and instructional staff. In all, a total of 139 such lists were abstracted to supplement the other 
lists that had been supplied by sample institutions. Online resources were approved for 
abstraetion based on the completeness and inclusiveness of the information provided. 

A.4 Faculty Sample Selection 

The sample of faculty was selected using stratified systematic sampling within cells 
indexed by institutional and faeulty strata as summarized in tables A-9 and A- 10. Table A-9 
presents the eomplete list of institutional strata used for NSoFaS, and indicates their 
correspondence to the strata used for NSOPF. Moreover, institution eligibility rates from the 
prior administrations of NSOPF were available only at a different level of aggregation (seetor), a 
listing of whieh is provided in table A-1 1. Table A- 12 provides a summary of faculty counts by 
NSoFaS institutional and NSOPF faculty strata, which were used for sample alloeation based on 
the Winter:02 IPEDS. Stratum counts that are zero correspond to those that are speeific to 
NPSAS:04. 



Table A-9. NSoFaS institutional sampling strata: 2004 



NSoFaS institution strata 


Institution type 


NSOPF strata 


1 


Public less than 2-year 


NPSAS only 


2 


Public 2-year associate’s 


4 


3 


Public 2-year other - degree-granting 


4 


4 


Public 2-year other - NPSAS only 


NPSAS only 


5 


Public 4-year master’s 


2 


6 


Public 4-year bachelor’s 


3 


7 


Public 4-year non-doctoral other 


3,5 


8 


Public 4-year doctoral 


1 


9 


Public 4-year doctoral other 


2 


10 


Public 4-year NPSAS only 


NPSAS only 


11 


Private not-for-profit less-than-4-year associate’s 


9 


12 


Private not-for-profit less-than-4-year other - degree-granting 


9 


13 


Private not-for-profit less-than-4-year other - NPSAS only 


NPSAS only 


14 


Private not-for-profit 4-year master’s 


7 


15 


Private not-for-profit 4-year bachelor’s 


8 


16 


Private not-for-profit 4-year other 


8,9,10 


17 


Private not-for-profit 4-year doctoral 


6 


18 


Private not-for-profit 4-year doctoral master’s 


7 


19 


Private not-for-profit 4-year doctoral other 


7,8,10 


20 


Private not-for-profit 4-year NPSAS only 


NPSAS only 


21 


Private for-profit less-than-2-year 


NPSAS only 


22 


Private for-profit 2-year or more 


NPSAS only 


23 


CA Public 2-year 


4 


24 


CA Public 4-year 


1,2,3,5 


25 


CA Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,10 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table A-9. NSoFaS institutional sampling strata: 2004 — Continued 


NSoFaS institution strata Institution type 


NSCPF strata 


26 


CT Public 2-year 


4 


27 


CT Public 4-year 


1,2,3 


28 


CT Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,9,10 


29 


DE Public 2-year 


NPSAS only 


30 


DE Public 4-year 


1,2 


31 


DE Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,8,10 


32 


GA Public 2-year 


4 


33 


GA Public 4-year 


1,2,3,4,5 


34 


GA Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,10 


35 


IL Public 2-year 


4 


36 


IL Public 4-year 


12 


37 


IL Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,10 


38 


IN Public 2-year 


4 


39 


IN Public 4-year 


1,2,3 


40 


IN Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,10 


41 


MN Public 2-year 


4 


42 


MN Public 4-year 


1,2,3 


43 


MN Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,9,10 


44 


NE Public 2-year 


4 


45 


NE Public 4-year 


1,2 


46 


NE Private not-for-profit 4-year 


7,8,10 


47 


NY Public 2-year 


4 


48 


NY Public 4-year 


1,2,3,4,5 


49 


NY Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,10 


50 


CR Public 2-year 


4 


51 


CR Public 4-year 


1,2,5 


52 


CR Private not-for-profit 4-year 


7,8,10 


53 


TN Public 2-year 


4 


54 


TN Public 4-year 


12 


55 


TN Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,9,10 


56 


TX Public 2-year 


4 


57 


TX Public 4-year 


1,2,3 


58 


TX Private not-for-profit 4-year 


6,7,8,10 


SOURCE: 


U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 


Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 





Table A-10. 


Faculty sampling strata within institution: 2004 


Faculty strata 


Faculty type 


1 


Non-Flispanic Black faculty 


2 


Flispanic faculty 


3 


Asian faculty 


4 


ether full-time female faculty 


5 


Other full-time male faculty 


6 


Other part-time faculty 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Table A-11. 


NSOPF:99 institutional sectors used to obtain institution eligibility rates: 2004 


Sector 


Sector type 


1 


Public 4-year 


2 


Private not-for-profit 4-year 


4 


Public 2-year 


5 


Private not-for-profit 2-year 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



Table A-12. Faculty population counts, by NSoFaS institutional and NSOPF faculty strata: 2004 



NSoFaS 
institution strata 








Faculty strata 






Total 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Total 


1,074,011 


62,578 


37,821 


73,196 


198,179 


317,958 


384,279 


1 


t 


t 


T 


T 


t 


t 


T 


2 


177,454 


13,073 


5,798 


3,858 


27,718 


27,872 


99,135 


3 


4,469 


223 


39 


58 


682 


828 


2,639 


4 


t 


t 


T 


T 


t 


t 


T 


5 


41,689 


2,991 


829 


1,833 


10,249 


15,007 


10,780 


6 


12,931 


899 


238 


532 


2,712 


4,236 


4,314 


7 


6,594 


172 


94 


331 


1,395 


2,180 


2,422 


8 


176,687 


7,267 


4,604 


18,439 


38,125 


75,878 


32,374 


9 


25,245 


3,321 


465 


1,388 


5,305 


8,261 


6,505 


10 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


11 


3,838 


251 


106 


124 


859 


938 


1,560 


12 


700 


49 


33 


25 


119 


103 


371 


13 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


14 


24,427 


790 


401 


876 


4,874 


6,435 


11,051 


15 


35,501 


2,351 


554 


1,167 


7,981 


12,173 


11,275 


16 


12,773 


722 


180 


400 


1,917 


3,200 


6,354 


17 


59,170 


3,103 


1,743 


5,787 


10,421 


23,490 


14,626 


18 


23,282 


1,237 


563 


758 


4,760 


6,850 


9,114 


19 


8,023 


572 


145 


341 


1,476 


2,929 


2,560 


20 


t 


-T 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


21 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


22 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


23 


56,878 


3,195 


5,282 


4,651 


7,262 


7,852 


28,636 


24 


49,043 


1,496 


3,037 


8,965 


7,716 


14,454 


13,375 


25 


25,263 


1,038 


1,111 


2,584 


3,724 


7,370 


9,436 


26 


2,791 


163 


68 


59 


436 


394 


1,671 


27 


3,955 


164 


121 


270 


830 


1,551 


1,019 


28 


7,350 


215 


186 


828 


1,447 


2,777 


1,897 


29 


965 


87 


16 


21 


159 


106 


576 


30 


1,250 


117 


16 


112 


340 


641 


24 


31 


768 


63 


9 


12 


76 


91 


517 


32 


8,627 


1,817 


97 


129 


1,394 


1,241 


3,949 


33 


11,110 


991 


171 


801 


2,798 


4,361 


1,988 


34 


6,582 


1,253 


148 


476 


1,264 


2,396 


1,045 


35 


15,787 


1,187 


420 


453 


1,886 


2,090 


9,751 
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See notes at end of table. 

Table A-12. Faculty population counts, by NSoFaS Institutional and NSOPF faculty strata: 

2004 — Continued 


NSoFaS 
institution strata 








Faculty strata 






Total 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


36 


13,634 


786 


386 


1,595 


3,144 


5,217 


2,506 


37 


18,990 


806 


415 


1,551 


3,652 


6,264 


6,302 


38 


3,601 


146 


34 


46 


476 


486 


2,413 


39 


11,839 


360 


255 


935 


2,614 


4,612 


3,063 


40 


6,173 


257 


109 


255 


1,133 


2,193 


2,226 


41 


6,198 


136 


65 


123 


1,257 


1,526 


3,091 


42 


7,227 


152 


136 


597 


1,755 


3,125 


1,462 


43 


5,779 


116 


96 


208 


1,265 


1,800 


2,294 


44 


2,346 


19 


41 


19 


442 


593 


1,232 


45 


4,455 


116 


98 


346 


988 


1,854 


1,053 


46 


2,148 


39 


40 


94 


474 


711 


790 


47 


16,189 


1,152 


671 


546 


2,210 


2,390 


9,220 


48 


26,275 


1,972 


1,041 


2,047 


4,046 


7,309 


9,860 


49 


48,793 


2,287 


1,465 


3,691 


7,977 


14,892 


18,481 


50 


6,286 


113 


206 


220 


1,067 


1,054 


3,626 


51 


6,715 


76 


158 


550 


1,509 


2,337 


2,085 


52 


2,556 


21 


45 


79 


519 


882 


1,010 


53 


3,827 


379 


33 


34 


760 


719 


1,902 


54 


7,560 


596 


100 


540 


1,795 


3,084 


1,445 


55 


6,289 


474 


74 


371 


1,449 


2,665 


1,256 


56 


26,411 


2,242 


3,185 


831 


3,751 


4,137 


12,265 


57 


27,253 


1,133 


2,136 


2,658 


5,817 


10,547 


4,962 


58 


10,315 


393 


558 


582 


2,154 


3,857 


2,771 



t Not applicable. 

NOTE: Faculty strata are defined as 1 = Non-Hispanic Black, 2 = Hispanic, 3 = Asian, 4 = Other full-time female, 

5 = Other full-time male, 6 = Other part-time. Blank strata are NPSAS-only and do not apply to NSOPF. NSoFaS = 
2004 National Study of Faculty and Students. 

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2002 
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). 

A.4.1 Determining Initiai Faculty Sample Sizes and Sample Allocation 

This section provides an overview of the faculty sample selection procedure, which 
includes technical details of the cost/variance optimization process for selection of the initial 
sample sizes as well as specifications for calculation of initial and final (adjusted) sampling 
rates. A customized cost/variance optimization program was developed to determine the desired 
allocation of respondents to institution-by-person strata, which aimed to secure at least the same 
level of precision for key estimates as those achieved during the previous administration of the 
survey. This optimization process consisted of the following steps: 

a. establishing precision requirements for key estimates; 

b. constructing a cost model specific to the structure of the sample; 



A-14 





Appendix A. Sampling Details 



c. developing a relative variance model; and 

d. determining the optimum sample allocation. 

A.4.2 Precision Requirements for Key Estimates 

The precision goals were to secure national-level survey estimates with precisions 
comparable to or better than those of NSOPF:99 for the overall faculty population. For this 
purpose, the following two publications were reviewed to establish 268 key national-level 
estimates: 

• Background Characteristics, Work Activities, and Compensation of Faculty and 
Instructional Staff in Postsecondary Institutions: Fall 1998 (NCES 2001-152) 
(Zimbler 2001); and 

• Salary, Promotion, and Tenure Status of Minority and Women Faculty in U.S. 
Colleges and Universities (NCES 2000-173). (Nettles, Pema, and Bradbum 2000). 

A.4.3 CostA/ariance Optimization 

As mentioned earlier, a customized cost/variance optimization program was developed to 
determine the desired allocation of respondents to institution-by-person strata. The cost model 
necessary to support the cost/variance optimization process was the following: 

240 240 14 

h=\ h=\ k=\ 



where C represents the total cost of the NSoEaS, Co represents the “fixed costs” that do not 
depend on the number of sample institutions or person, Ch represents the variable cost per 
participating institution in stratum h, Chk represents the variable cost per respondent in person 
stratum h within institution stratum k, nh represents the number of participating institutions 
selected from stratum h, and nuk represents the number of responding persons selected from the 
given stratum. 

Only the components of variable cost, Ch and Chk, had to be estimated to support the 
cost/variance optimization. Eor this purpose, they were estimated using the spreadsheet 
developed for the study budget. The cost per participating institution was then estimated by 
holding the numbers of responding persons constant while varying the numbers of participating 
institutions. Eikewise, the variable cost per participant was estimated by holding the number of 
participating institutions constant while varying the number of participating persons. 

A.4.4 Relative Variance Model 

The following model was used to represent the relative variance of estimates in different 
domains: 
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where the parameters of this model were defined for eaeh institution stratum h and person 
stratum k as follows: 



Wdhk = proportion of domain d members who belong to stratum {h,k) 

UWEhk = unequal weighting effeet within stratum {h,k) 

(J, . = the variance between institution strata 

\gd 

2 

(Jr, = the variance between institutions within strata 

2gd 

2 

(J, , = the variance between strata 

igd 

2 

(J^^^ = the variance between participants within person strata 

CVgj = _^ = coefficient of variation among observations 

y gd 

rh = stratum h institution response rate 

CVmd = coefficient of variation of cluster sizes (m) among domain d members 
c(dhk = proportion of stratum {h,k) members who belong to domain d 



The proportion of domain d members who belong to stratum {h,k), Wdhk, and the 
proportion of stratum {h,k) members who belong to domain d, Udh, were estimated using prior 
survey data. The components of variance ( crfg^ , , and ) were computed using the 

method of moments procedures in SAS Proc Nested, which resulted in some negative estimates. 
Unequal weighting effects, UWEhk, were computed based on the statistical analysis weights. 

Since these values were highly variable, it was decided that they were not reliable estimates of 
the unequal weighting effects. Consequently, all the UWEs were set to a constant value of 1.05. 
Finally, the coefficient of variation, CVmd, of cluster sizes was computed for the members of each 
analysis domain using the same prior survey data. 



A.4.5 Optimum Sample Allocation 

The technique developed by Chromy (1987) was used to determine the sample allocation 
for each institution and person strata. This technique aimed to satisfy all precision constraints 
while minimizing the cost and relative variance models discussed earlier. The initial results from 
the optimization process were discussed with the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES) and the Technical Review Panel (TPR) in August 2002 before further refinements were 
applied to the resulting samples. 
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The results of this initial sample optimization exereise were used as the basis for the 
sample of 1,080 institutions for NSOPF:04. As in previous eyeles ofNSOPF, all institutions with 
a Carnegie elassifieation as publie doetoral or private not-for-profit doetoral institutions were 
seleeted with eertainty. After seleeting the sample institutions, further refinements were made to 
determine whieh binding constraints could be relaxed in the optimization procedure. As 
precision constraints were iteratively relaxed during the optimization process, the sample size 
distributions were constrained to achieve approximately the institution- and person-level 
marginal distributions that were requested by NCES following the August 2002 TRP meeting. 
The optimization process was rerun conditional on the sample of institutions that had already 
been selected to determine the optimum allocation of the faculty sample sizes to these 
institutions. The results of this conditional optimization were used to set the final faculty sample 
rates, as discussed below. Note that the corresponding respondent counts are provided in tables 4 
and 14 in the main body of this methodology report. 



Table A-13. Target number of NSOPF:04 respondents, by institution and faculty strata: 2004 



Institution stratum 


Respondents 


Faculty stratum 


Respondents 


Total 


24,500 


Total 


24,500 


Public doctor’s 


6,200 


Non-Flispanic Black 


1,600 


Public master’s 


2,700 


Flispanic 


1,300 


Public bachelor’s 


600 


Asian 


900 


Public associate’s 


7,500 


Other full-time female 


4,600 


Public other 


500 


Other full-time male 


8,300 


Private not-for-profit doctor’s 


2,600 


Other part-time 


7,800 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


1,900 






Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


1,700 






Private not-for-profit associate’s 


100 






Private not-for-profit other 


700 







SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



A.5 Sampling Rates 

Initial population-level sampling rates were calculated and adjusted in several steps to 
obtain the final institution-level sampling rates, a brief outline of which is listed below. 

a. Calculation of the initial population-level sampling rates 

b. Calculation of the conditional sampling rates, given the sample institutions 

c. Adjustment of the sampling rates for expected rates of faculty ineligibility and 
nonresponse 

d. Adjustment of the sampling rates for expected rates of institution ineligibility and 
nonresponse 

e. Adjustment of the sampling rates (iteratively) to ensure that 
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- no cell will have a sampling rate larger than 1 ; 

- minimum sample size for eaeh institution will be 10; and 

- maximum sample size for eaeh institution will be eontrolled. 

In order to faeilitate oommunieation of eomputational details, the following notations will 
be used throughout this seetion. 



i e [1,58] 


indexes institutional strata (STRAT58); 


;e[i,6] 


indexes faculty strata (FACSTR); 


ke[l,4] 


indexes institutional seetor (SECTOR); 


Nij. 


total number of faculty members in the i-j'^ institution-faeulty 




stratum; and 


riij+ 


required sample of faeulty respondents in the i-j'^ institution- 




faeulty stratum. 



A.5.1 Calculation of the Initial Sampling rates 

The initial sampling, whieh are ealeulated as the ratio of the required sample sizes and 
population eounts within eells indexed by the institutional and faeulty strata. That is. 



SR. 



jze [1,58] 



These rates represent the faeulty sampling rates that would be used if a eensus was to be 
eondueted of all institutions, with all institutions being eligible and partieipating in the study. 



A.5.2 Calculation of the Conditional Sampling Rates 

Faeulty sampling rates were eomputed for the institutions in the sample, eonditional on 
the institutions that have been seleeted (as if they will all be partieipants). The eonditional 
sampling rate was ealeulated for eaeh sample institution as the produet of its initial sampling rate 
and institution sampling weight. That is, the initial eonditional sampling rate for the y* faeulty 
stratum in the institutional stratum, given the seleetion of the institution was given by: 



CR\=^ 



iji 



n,. 



Here, nn represents the probability of selection of the /* sample institution in the 
institutional stratum. 
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A.5.3 Adjustment of Conditional Sampling Rates for Expected Rates of Faculty 
Ineligibility and Nonresponse 

Initial sampling rates were adjusted to aeeount for antieipated faeulty ineligibility and 
nonresponse. Sinee the only reliable information for this purpose was available at the institution 
seetor level based on results from NSOPF:99, this adjustment was earried out at seetor level. The 
needed rates for this adjustment are summarized in Table A-14. 



Table A-14. Faculty level adjustment rates, by Institutional sector: 2004 



Sector 


Percent eligibility rate 


Percent response rate 


Total 


95 


73 


Public 2-year 


95 


70 


Public 4-year 


95 


75 


Private not-for-profit 2-year 


95 


69 


Private not-for-profit 4-year 


95 


70 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



With FEk and FRk representing the expeeted rates of faeulty level eligibility and response 
for the seetor, respeetively, the adjusted sampling rate to aeeount for faeulty level attrition for 
the faculty stratum for all institutions in the institutional sector is given by: 



CR 



1 

w 



CRlx 



FE„ 



1 



Because of the above adjustment and because some sample institutions were expected to 
be ineligible, application of the resulting sampling rates to the frame counts for the eligible 
sample institutions could produce sample sizes that are far from the proposed total sample of 
35,671 faculty members. Consequently, the adjusted sampling rates were ratio-adjusted to the 
desired total in two steps. First, the revised sample size for the faculty stratum in the 
institutional stratum was computed as follows, where Nyi represents the 1‘^ institution in the 
stratum: 



35,671 



X 



ft e [1,58] 



ZPv<^’Ue[i,61 



iji 



Next, verifying that ^ N^i xCRfj^i =35,671, the ratio-adjusted sampling rates were 






calculated for the eligible sample institutions as: 



CRl = 



n:-. 1 1 1 
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A.5.4 Adjustment of Sampling Rates for Expected Rates of Institution Ineligibility 
and Nonresponse 

The above rates were further adjusted to aecount for antieipated institution level 
ineligibility and nonresponse, as summarized in table A-15. With lEk and IRk representing the 
expected rates of institution level eligibility and response for the sector, the revised rates were 
calculated as: 



CR 



3 _ 

m ~ 







1 



These calculations were performed on the data file of all eligible sample institutions 
among the final sample of 1,080 institutions. The eligibility rate, lEk, was set to 1.00 for all 
institutions that were known to be eligible. The eligibility was known for all institutions. 



Table A-15. Institution level adjustment rates by institutional sector (rates based on the revised 
RTI proposal for the 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students): 2004 



Sector 


Percent eligibility rate 


Percent response rate 


Total 


99 


87 


Public 2-year 


99 


84 


Public 4-year 


100 


90 


Private not-for-profit 2-year 


95 


95 


Private not-for-profit 4-year 


100 


83 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



Again, because of the above adjustment, the resulting total sample of faculty members 
was larger than the proposed sample of 35,671 . The resulting total count for each institution- 
faculty stratum was calculated to be used for further adjustments, by: 

A = IK. 

i 



A.5.5 Final Adjustment of Sampling Rates 

The final sampling rates must satisfy a number of design requirements before they could 
be used for selection of sample faculty members. Specifically, all sampling rates should be 
bound by 1 while ensuring that the resulting sample sizes are between 10 and a reasonable 
maximum for each sample institution. Achieving these objectives, starting with the above initial 
conditional sampling rates, entailed an iterative process as described next. 

• Calculate the revised sample size for the faculty stratum of the sample 
institution in the institutional stratum by: 

- LetMzx = 1,000 

- Let riiji = N^ji x CR^j^i 
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If 4 Then ^ 



IfnL = 'Y_^n]jj > Max Then 

J 

If <10 Then 4 =4^^ 



ni, = n\, X 



Max 



^iji 



/+/ 



^i+l 



ifZ 



* nLThen = n]„ x 






y+ 



y+ “ 



iji ■' 1 



Review the distribution of the total sample size for each institution, n,+/, to detect 
potential outliers. Subsequently, the value of Max will be set to a new limit, which is 
determined after implementation of the above step. 

Next, the subsequent conditional sampling rates should be calculated as the ratio of 
the latest sample sizes and their corresponding population counts. That is. 






"'ijl 



Calculate the next revised sample size for the faculty stratum of the sample 
institution in the institutional stratum by: 

- Let4=iV,,xa?; 

- If 4 > 4/ Then 4= iV,, 

- If > -Tfax Then 



If <10 Then x 



nil = nh X 



10 



Max 



u+i 



i+i 



If Z Then nl,=nhx ■ 



y+ 



y+ 



The above steps were repeated until no more adjustments were needed. That is, until all 
sampling rates were less than or equal to one, no institution sample size was less than 10 or 
greater than the established maximum number, and the sample size was close to what was 
expected for every institution-faculty stratum. At this point, the final sampling rates were 
calculated by: 



CR^ = 
y|' 

ijl 



N 



A.6 Faculty Sample Selection 

Faculty members were sampled as faculty lists were received for participating 
institutions. Prior to selecting the faculty sample for a given institution, expected sample sizes 
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for each faculty stratum were calculated using the institution-specilic faculty list counts and 
sampling rates. Now that the actual list counts were available these sampling rates were then 
modified, as necessary, for the reasons given below. 

• Rates were increased across all faculty strata to ensure that at least ten faculty 
members were selected from each institution, if possible. 

• Rates were increased within faculty strata to guarantee that at least one faculty 
member was selected per stratum, when the calculated rates called for selection of 
less than one faculty, if possible. 

• The sample yield was monitored throughout the months during which faculty lists 
were received, and the faculty sampling rates were adjusted periodically for 
institutions for which sample selection had not yet been performed to ensure that the 
desired faculty sample sizes were achieved. 

Stratified systematic sampling was used to select faculty members from the faculty lists. 
Using PROC SURVEYSELECT in SAS, lists were sorted in a serpentine fashion by the 
academic field, race/ethnicity, gender, and employment status of the faculty members, and 
individuals were systematically selected within faculty strata. 

These procedures had to be modified for lists that were received on hard copy. Quite 
often, these paper lists contained little information about the faculty members’ race/ethnicity, 
gender, and employment status. When this information was not available, and therefore faculty 
strata could not be identified, a systematic sample of faculty was selected using the overall 
sampling rate for the institution. If this personal data was provided, however, a systematic 
sample was selected using the largest stratum-specific sampling rate. This initial sample (sub- 
frame) was then keyed to create an electronic file to avoid data entry for the entire list. 
Subsequently, however, extra faculty members were subsampled out using PROC 
SURVEYSEEECT to achieve the needed allocation of faculty from the given institution. 

After the sample of faculty had been selected for an institution, the available information 
of the sample faculty members, including name, academic field, institution, race/ethnicity, and 
residence, was compared to that of faculty who had already been selected from other institutions. 
When duplicates were detected, the duplicate was eliminated from the sample of the current 
institution so that no faculty member would be included in the sample twice. 

Once the de-duplication process was complete and the final sample file was created, the 
final step in sample selection was to add the institution’s final sample file to the master dataset. 
The master dataset contained all sampled faculty members and their relevant sampling 
information. 
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NSOPF:04 Institution Instrument 
Full-Scale Study Facsimile 



National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty 





Appendix C. Facsimile Instruments 



^ Introduction: Number of Faculty and Instructional Staff 

Form: II 

Name: Ila Label: Number full-time faculty, fall 2003, reported 

Name: lib Label: Number part-time faculty, fall 2003 

Form Administered To: 

All institutions 

Stem Wording: 

As of November 1, 2003 (or during the Fall Term of the 2003-2004 academic year when your faculty 
lists are considered complete), how many full-time and part-time faculty and instructional staff were 
employed by [FILL INSTNAME]? Please report the total number of persons (i.e., headcount) rather 
than full-time equivalents (FTEs). (Piease enter a number in each box; if none, enter "0".) 
NOTE: By facuity and instructionai staff, we mean any facuity PLUS any other empioyees 
with instructionai responsibiiities, regardiess of whether or not they have facuity status. 
Piease choose "Heip" for additionai detaiis. 

* a. Full-time faculty and instructional staff. 

* b. Part-time faculty and instructional staff. 



^SECTION A: Full-Time Faculty and Instructional Staff 



Form: 


12 






Name: 


I2a 


Labei: 


Full-time 


Name: 


I2b 


Labei: 


Full-time 


Name: 


I2c 


Labei: 


Full-time 


Name: 


I2d 


Labei: 


Full-time 


Name: 


I2e 


Labei: 


Full-time 


Name: 


I2f 


Labei: 


Full-time 


Name: 


I2g 


Labei: 


Full-time 



numbers: faculty, fall 2002 

numbers: changed from part to full time, 2002-03 

numbers: hired, 2002-03 

numbers: retired, 2002-03 

numbers: left for other reasons, 2002-03 

numbers: changed from full to part time, 2002-03 

numbers: faculty, fall 2003, calculated 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions with full-time faculty and instructional staff 



Stem Wording: 

Please provide the following information about changes in the number of full-time faculty and 
instructional staff between the 2002 and 2003 Fall Terms at this institution. (Piease enter a 
number in each box; if none, enter "0".) 



* a. Total at start of 2002-2003 academic year (on or about November 1, 2002) 

* b. Number who changed from part-time to full-time status during 2002-2003 academic year 

(between Nov. 1, 2002 and Nov. 1, 2003) 

* c. Number of new hires during 2002-2003 academic year 

* d. Number retired between Nov. 1, 2002 and Nov. 1, 2003 
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* e. Number who left for other reasons during 2002-2003 academic year 

* f. Number changed from full-time to part-time status during the 2002-2003 academic year 

* g. Total number as of Nov. 1, 2003 (or at the start of the 2003-04 academic year) 



Form: I2A Label: Full-time numbers: inconsistent count reason 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with full-time faculty and instructional staff whose provided counts of full-time faculty 
and instructional staff are inconsistent (Ila ^ I2g) 

Stem Wording: 

You provided two different counts of the number of full-time faculty as of November 1, 2003: ( Ila 
= [FILL Ila] and I2g = [FILL I2g]) . Please back up and correct the number or provide an 
explanation of this discrepancy. 

Reason for discrepancy: [ ] 



Form: 13 Labei: Full-time tenure: has tenure system 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Does [FILL INSTNAME] have a tenure system for any full-time faculty and instructional staff? 

1 = Yes, has a tenure system 

2 = Currently no tenure system, but still have tenured staff 

3 = No tenure system 



Form: 14 Labei: Full-time tenure: number considered for tenure, 2002-03 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with a tenure system for full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2002-2003 academic year (i.e.. Fall 2002 through Spring 2003), how many full-time 
faculty and instructional staff at your institution were considered for tenure? 

* (Piease enter a number in the box; if none, enter "0".) 
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Form: 15 Label: Full-time tenure: number granted tenure, 2002-03 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with a tenure system for full-time faculty and instructional staff who considered at least 
one faculty member for tenure during the 2002-2003 academic year 

Stem Wording: 

Of the [FILL 14] faculty members considered for tenure during the 2002-2003 academic year, how 
many were granted tenure? 

* (If none, enter "0".) 



Form: 16 Labei: Full-time tenure: maximum years on tenure track 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with a tenure system for full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

For those on a tenure track but not tenured, what is the maximum number of years full-time faculty 
and instructional staff can be on a tenure track and not receive tenure at [FILL INSTNAME] ? 

0 = No maximum 

1 = 1 
2 = 2 



15 = 15 

16 = More than 15 years 



Form: 


17 






Name: 


I7a 


Labei: 


Full-time tenure: 


Name: 


I7b 


Labei: 


Full-time tenure: 


Name: 


I7c 


Labei: 


Full-time tenure: 


Name: 


I7d 


Labei: 


Full-time tenure: 


Name: 


I7e 


Labei: 


Full-time tenure: 



changed tenure policy 
more stringent tenure standards 
downsized tenured faculty 
replaced tenured with fixed term 
offered early retirement 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions with a tenure system for full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

During the past five years, has your institution done any of the following? 

* a. Changed policy for granting tenure to full-time faculty and instructional staff 

* b. Made the standards more stringent for granting tenure to full-time faculty 

and instructional staff 

* c. Reduced the number of tenured full-time faculty and instructional staff through 

downsizing 
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* d. Replaced some tenured or tenure-track full-time faculty and instructional staff with 

full-time faculty and instructional staff on fixed term contracts 

* e. Offered early or phased retirement to any tenured full-time faculty or 

instructional staff 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: I7SP 

Name: I7e2 Label: Full-time tenure: number early retirees, last 5 years 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions offering early or phased retirement to any tenured full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

You said your institution offered early or phased retirement. How many full-time faculty and 
instructional staff took this during the past five years? 

* (If none, enter "0") 



Form: 18 Labei: Full-time tenure: discontinued tenure system, last 5 years 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with no tenure system for full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Did [FILL INSTNAME] discontinue the tenure system within the last five years? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: 19 Labei: Full-time faculty: positions sought to fill, fall 2003 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

How many full-time faculty and instructional staff positions was your institution seeking to fill for the 
2003 Fall Term? 

* (If none, enter "0") 
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Form: 


IlOa 




Name: 


IlOaa 


Label 


Name: 


IlOab 


Label 


Name: 


IlOac 


Label 


Name: 


IlOad 


Label 


Name: 


IlOae 


Label 


Name: 


IlOaf 


Label 


Name: 


IlOag 


Label 



Full-time benefit: medical insurance 
Full-time benefit: dental insurance 
Full-time benefit: disability insurance 
Full-time benefit: life insurance 
Full-time benefit: child care 
Full-time benefit: retiree medical insurance 
Full-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions with full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are the following employee benefits available to all, some, or none of the full-time faculty 
and instructional staff at [FILL INSTNAME]? 

* a. Medical insurance or medical care 

* b. Dental insurance or dental care 

* c. Disability insurance program 

* d. Life insurance 

* e. Child care 

* f. Medical insurance for retirees 

* g. "Cafeteria-style" benefits plan (a plan under which staff can trade off 

some benefits for others, following guidelines established by the institution) 

-1 = Don't know 

1 = All 

2 = Some 

3 = None 



Form: IlOb 



Name 


IlOba 


Label: 


Full-time 


Name 


IlObb 


Label: 


Full-time 


Name 


IlObc 


Label: 


Full-time 


Name 


IlObd 


Label: 


Full-time 


Name 


IlObe 


Label: 


Full-time 


Name 


IlObf 


Label: 


Full-time 


Name 


IlObg 


Label: 


Full-time 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions that provide at least one employee 



benefit: medical insurance subsidized 
benefit: dental insurance subsidized 
benefit: disability insurance subsidized 
benefit: life insurance subsidized 
benefit: child care subsidized 
benefit: retiree medical insurance subsidized 
benefit: cafeteria-style plan subsidized 

enefit to full-time faculty and instructional staff 



Stem Wording: 

[IF ONE BENEFIT SELECTED ON FORM 110] Is this employee benefit subsidized by your institution? 
(Subsidized means paid for completely or in part by the institution.) 
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[ELSE IF MORE THAN ONE BENEFIT SECTED ON FORM IlOAJAre these employee benefits 
subsidized by your institution? (Subsidized means paid for completely or in part by the institution.) 
[ENDIF] 

* Medical insurance or medical care 

* Dental insurance or dental care 

* Disability insurance program 

* Life insurance 

* Child care 

* Medical insurance for retirees 

* Cafeteria-style benefits plan (a plan under which staff can trade off some benefits 
for others, following guidelines established by the institution) 

0 = Not subsidized 

1 = Fully/partially subsidized 



Form: 


111 




Name: 


Ilia 


Label 


Name: 


nib 


Label 


Name: 


Illc 


Label 


Name: 


Illd 


Label 


Name: 


Ille 


Label 


Name: 


Illf 


Label 


Name: 


Illg 


Label 


Name: 


Illh 


Label 


Name: 


Illi 


Label 



Full-time benefit: wellness program 
Full-time benefit: spouse tuition remission 
Full-time benefit: children tuition remission 
Full-time benefit: housing 
Full-time benefit: transportation/parking 
Full-time benefit: paid maternity leave 
Full-time benefit: paid paternity leave 
Full-time benefit: paid sabbatical leave 
Full-time benefit: employee assistance program 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions with full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are the following employee benefits available to all, some, or none of the full-time faculty and 
instructional staff at [FILL INSTNAME]? 

* a. Wellness program or health promotion 

* b. Tuition remission/g rants for spouse at this or other institutions 

* c. Tuition remission/g rants for children at this or other institutions 

* d. Housing/mortgage; rent 

* e. Transportation/parking 

* f. Paid maternity leave 

* g. Paid paternity leave 
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* h. Paid sabbatical leave 

* i. Employee assistance program 

-1 = Don't know 

1 = All 

2 = Some 

3 = None 



Form: 112 Label: Full-time faculty: union representation 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are any full-time faculty and instructional staff legally represented by a union (or other association) 
for purposes of collective bargaining with [FILL INSTNAME]? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: 


113 








Name: 


I13a 


Labei 


Full-time 


assessment: 


Name: 


I13b 


Labei 


Full-time 


assessment: 


Name: 


I13c 


Labei 


Full-time 


assessment: 


Name: 


I13d 


Labei 


Full-time 


assessment: 


Name: 


I13e 


Labei 


Full-time 


assessment: 


Name: 


I13f 


Labei 


Full-time 


assessment: 


Name: 


I13g 


Labei 


Full-time 


assessment: 


Name: 


I13h 


Labei 


Full-time 


assessment: 



student evaluations 
student test scores 
student career placement 
other student performance 
department chair evaluations 
dean evaluations 
peer evaluations 
self-evaluations 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions with full-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are any of the following used as part of institution or department/school policy in assessing the 
teaching performance of full-time instructional faculty/staff at this institution? 

Used for Teaching Assessment: 

* a. Student evaluations 

* b. Student test scores 

* c. Student career placement 

* d. Other measures of student performance 

* e. Department/division chair evaluations 
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* f. Dean evaluations 

* g. Peer evaluations 

* h. Self-evaluations 

-1 = Don't know 

0 = No 

1 = Yes 



^SECTION B: Part-Time Faculty and Instructional Staff 

Form: 114 Label: Part-time benefit: retirement plan 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with part-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

In this next section, we will be asking you to consider [FILL INSTNAMEJ's part-time faculty and 
instructional staff. 

Are any retirement plans available to part-time faculty or instructional staff at your institution? 

0 = Not avaiiabie to any part-time faculty and instructional staff 

1 = Yes, avaiiabie to some part-time faculty and instructional staff 

2 = Yes, avaiiabie to most part-time faculty and instructional staff 

3 = Yes, avaiiabie to aii part-time faculty and instructional staff 

(Reminder: Part time refers to an individual's employment status at the institution rather than to the 
amount of instruction done by the individual.) 



Form: 


I15a 




Name: 


IlSaa 


Labei 


Name: 


IlSab 


Labei 


Name: 


11 Sac 


Labei 


Name: 


11 Sad 


Labei 


Name: 


IlSae 


Labei 


Name: 


IlSaf 


Labei 


Name: 


11 Sag 


Labei 



Part-time benefit: medical insurance 
Part-time benefit: dental insurance 
Part-time benefit: disability insurance 
Part-time benefit: life insurance 
Part-time benefit: child care 
Part-time benefit: retiree medical insurance 
Part-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions with part-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are the following employee benefits available to all, some, or none of the part-time faculty and 
instructional staff at [FILL INSTNAME]? 

* a. Medical insurance or medical care 

* b. Dental insurance or dental care 

* c. Disability insurance program 
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* d. Life insurance 

* e. Child care 

* f. Medical insurance for retirees 

* g. "Cafeteria-style" benefits plan (a plan under which staff can trade off some benefits for others, 

following guidelines established by the institution) 

-1 = Don't know 

1 = All 

2 = Some 

3 = None 



Form: 


I15b 






Name: 


IlSba 


Label: 


Part-time benefit: 


Name: 


IlSbb 


Label: 


Part-time benefit: 


Name: 


IlSbc 


Label: 


Part-time benefit: 


Name: 


IlSbd 


Label: 


Part-time benefit: 


Name: 


IlSbe 


Label: 


Part-time benefit: 


Name: 


IlSbf 


Label: 


Part-time benefit: 


Name: 


IlSbg 


Label: 


Part-time benefit: 



medical insurance subsidized 
dental insurance subsidized 
disability insurance subsidized 
life insurance subsidized 
child care subsidized 
retiree medical insurance subsidized 
cafeteria-style plan subsidized 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions that provide at least one employee benefit to part-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Still thinking only of part-time faculty, 



[IF ONE BENEFIT SELECTED ON FORM I15A] 

is this employee benefit subsidized by your institution? 



[ELSE IF MORE THAN ONE BENEFIT SELECTED ON FORM I15A] 
are these employee benefits subsidized by your institution? 



[ENDIF] 



(Subsidized means paid for completely or in part by the institution.) 



♦Medical insurance or medical care 



* Dental insurance or dental care 

* Disability insurance program 

* Life insurance 

* Child care 

* Medical insurance for retirees 
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* "Cafeteria-style" benefits plan 

0 = Not subsidized 

1 = Fully/partially subsidized 



Form: 


116 






Name 


I16a 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 


Name 


I16b 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 


Name 


I16c 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 


Name 


I16d 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 


Name 


I16e 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 


Name 


I16f 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 


Name 


I16g 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 


Name 


I16h 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 


Name 


I16i 


Label 


Part-time benefit: 



wellness program 
spouse tuition remission 
children tuition remission 
housing 

tra nsportation/pa rki ng 
paid maternity leave 
paid paternity leave 
paid sabbatical leave 
employee assistance program 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions with part-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are the following employee benefits available to all, some, or none of the part-time faculty and 
instructional staff at [FILL INSTNAME]? 

* a. Wellness program or health promotion 

* b. Tuition remission/g rants for spouse at this or other institutions 

* c. Tuition remission/g rants for children at this or other institutions 

* d. Housing/mortgage; rent 

* e. Transportation/parking 

* f. Paid maternity leave 

* g. Paid paternity leave 

* h. Paid sabbatical leave 

* i. Employee assistance program 

-1 = Don't know 

1 = All 

2 = Some 

3 = None 
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Form: 117 Label: Part-time faculty: union representation 

Form Administered To: 

Institutions with part-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are any part-time faculty and instructional staff legally represented by a union (or other association) 
for purposes of collective bargaining with [FILL INSTNAME]? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: 


118 




Name: 


I18a 


Labei: 


Name: 


I18b 


Labei: 


Name: 


I18c 


Labei: 


Name: 


I18d 


Labei: 


Name: 


I18e 


Labei: 


Name: 


I18f 


Labei: 


Name: 


I18g 


Labei: 


Name: 


I18h 


Labei: 



Part-time assessment: student evaluations 
Part-time assessment: student test scores 
Part-time assessment: student career placement 
Part-time assessment: other student performance 
Part-time assessment: department chair evaluations 
Part-time assessment: dean evaluations 
Part-time assessment: peer evaluations 
Part-time assessment: self-evaluations 



Form Administered To: 

Institutions with part-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are any of the following used as part of institution or department/school policy in assessing the 
teaching performance of part-time instructional faculty/staff at this institution? 

Used for Teaching Assessment: 

* a. Student evaluations 

* b. Student test scores 

* c. Student career placement 

* d. Other measures of student performance 

* e. Department/division chair evaluations 

* f. Dean evaluations 

* g. Peer evaluations 

* h. Self-evaluations 

-1 = Don't know 

0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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^SECTION C: All Faculty and Instructional Staff 



Form: 119 
Name: I19a 
Name: I19b 
Name: I19c 
Name: I19d 



Label: Undergraduate instruction: percent full-time faculty 
Label: Undergraduate instruction: percent part-time faculty 
Label: Undergraduate instruction: percent teaching assistants 
Label: Undergraduate instruction: percent other 



Form Administered To: 

All institutions 

Stem Wording: 

What percentage of undergraduate student credit hours were assigned to the following staff 
during the 2003 Fall term? Student credit hours are defined as the number of course credits or 
contact hours multiplied by the number of students 
enrolled. 

* Percent of undergraduate instruction assigned to: 

* a. Full-time faculty or instructional staff 

* b. Part-time faculty or instructional staff, including adjuncts 

* c. Teaching assistants such as graduate students who teach classes 

* d. Others 
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Faculty Instrument 
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NSOPF;04 Faculty Instrument 
Full-Scale Study Facsimile 



National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty 
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^ SECTION A: Nature of Employment 

Form: Q1 Label: Instructional duties, any 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003 Fall Term, did you have any instructional duties at [FILL INSTNAME], 
such as teaching students in one or more credit or noncredit courses, or advising 
or supervising students' academic activities? 

(By instructional duties, we mean teaching credit or noncredit courses, advising or 
supervising students' academic activities, serving on undergraduate or graduate thesis 
or dissertation committees, supervising independent study or one-on-one instruction, 
etc., during the 2003 Fall Term.) 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q2 Label: Instructional duties related to credit courses/activities 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty with instructional duties. Fall 2003 

Stem Wording: 

Did any of your instructional duties include teaching students in credit courses, or advising students 
or supervising students' academic activities for which they received credit during the 2003 Fall 
Term? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q3 Labei: Faculty status 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003 Fall Term at [FILL INSTNAME], did you have faculty status as defined by that 
institution? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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Form: Q3X Label: Confirm study ineligibility 

Form Administered To: 

Sample members without faculty status and with no instructional duties during the 2003 Fall term 

Stem Wording: 

Just to confirm, you did not have faculty status and you did not teach any classes, or advise or 
supervise any students at [FILL INSTNAME] during the 2003 Fall Term? 

1 = Agree: NOT faculty and DID NOT have any instructional duties 

2 = Disagree: Had faculty status and/or had instructional duties 



Form: Q4 Labei: Principal activity 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Was your principai activity at [FILL INSTNAME] during the 2003 Fall Term. . . 

(If you had equal responsibilities, please select one.) 

1 = Teaching 

2 = Research 

3 = Public service 

4 = Clinical service 

5 = Administration (e.g.. Dean, Chair, Director, etc.) 

6 = On sabbatical from this institution 

7 = Other activity (e.g., technical activity such as programmer or technician; other institutional 

activities such as library services; subsidized performer, artist-in-residence, etc.) 



Form: Q5 Label: Employed full or part time at this institution 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003 Fall Term, did [FILL INSTNAME] consider you to be employed 
full time or part time? 

1 = Full time 

2 = Part time 
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Form: Q6 Label: Part-time employment is primary employment 

Form Administered To: 

Part-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Do you consider your part-time position at [FILL INSTNAME] to be your primary employment? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q8 Labei: Part-time but preferred full-time position 

Form Administered To: 

Part-time faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Would you have preferred a full-time position for the 2003 Fall Term at [FILL INSTNAME]? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q9 Labei: Year began current job 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

In what year did you start working at the job you held during the 2003 Fall Term at 
[FILL INSTNAME]? Consider promotions in rank as part of the same job. 

* Year: 



Form: QIO Labei: Rank 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003 Fall Term, was your academic rank, title, or position at [FILL INSTNAME] . . . 
(If no ranks are designated at your institution, select "Not applicable.") 

0 = Not applicable (No formal ranks are designated at this institution) 

1 = Professor 

2 = Associate professor 

3 = Assistant professor 

4 = Instructor 

5 = Lecturer 

6 = Other title (e.g.. Administrative, Adjunct, Emeritus, other) 
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Form: Qll Label: Rank, year attained professor or associate professor 

Form Administered To: 

Facuity and instructionai staff who hoid the rank of professor or associate professor 

Stem Wording: 

In what year did you first achieve the rank of [FILL QIO] at any institution? 

* Year: 



Form: Q12 Labei: Tenure status 

Form Administered To: 

Aii facuity and instructionai staff 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003 Faii Term at [FILL INSTNAME], were you . . . 

1 = Tenured 

2 = On tenure track but not tenured 

3 = Not on tenure track 

4 = Not tenured because institution had no tenure system 



Form: Q13 Labei: Tenure, year attained at any postsecondary institution 

Form Administered To: 

Tenured facuity and instructionai staff 

Stem Wording: 

In what year did you first achieve tenure at any postsecondary institution? 

* Year: 



Form: Q14 Labei: Union status 

Form Administered To: 

Aii facuity and instructionai staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are you a member of a union or other bargaining association that is iegaiiy recognized to represent 
the facuity at [FILL INSTNAME]? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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Form: Q15 Label: Union status, reason not a member 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who are not members of a union 

Stem Wording: 

Is that because a union is not available, you are not eligible to join, or you decided not to join? 

-1 = Don't know 

1 = Union is not available 

2 = Union is available, but I am not eligible 

3 = I am eligible, but I decided not to join 



Form: Q16VS Labei: Principal field of teaching-verbatim 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

What is your principal field or discipline of teaching at [FILL INSTNAME]? 

(Enter the name of the principal field or discipline in the box below. This name will be 
used to match against a list of academic fields, so please be specific and do not use 
abbreviations or acronyms. If you have no principal field, select the "Not applicable" 
box.) 

* Name of principal field/discipline of teaching: 

* Not applicable (No principal teaching field or discipline) 



Form: Q16AC Label: Principal field of teaching-autocode 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who provided a verbatim field of teaching 

Stem Wording: 

Please select the code below to confirm your field of teaching: [FILL Q16VS] 

If you do not agree with this code, seiect "None of these codes" 
to manuaiiy code the fieid. 



Autocodino Explanation : Using the verbatim string of the respondent's teaching field (provided in 
Q16VS), item Q16AC matches the string to selected categories from the Classification of Instructional 
Programs (CIP), the federal statistical standard for classifying instructional program. CIP descriptions 
that match the verbatim string appear on the screen, and the respondent selects the code that best 
describes the teaching field. (See pages C-28 through C-30 for a list of codes and descriptions) 
Strings that do not match the CIP descriptions are routed to Q16CD for manual coding. The 
respondent can also modify the verbatim string and redo the match or manually code the teaching 
field in Q16CD. (Additional information on CIP can be found at 

http://nces.ed.QOv/pubs2002/2002165.pdf .I 
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Form: Q16CD 

Name: Q16CD2 Label: Principal field of teaching-general code 

Name: Q16CD4 Label: Principal field of teaching-specific code 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who provided a verbatim field of teaching, but whose results were not 
autocoded 



Stem Wording: 

Please help us to categorize "[FILL Q16VS]" using the drop-down list boxes. 

(Coding Directions: Please select a general area and then the specific discipline within the general 
area. Use the arrow at the right side of the first dropdown box to display the general areas. Click 
to select the desired general area, and then select the desired specific discipline within the area 
from the second dropdown box.) 

* General Area: 



01 = Agriculture/natural resources/related 

02 = Architecture and related services 

03 = Area/ethnic/cultural/gender studies 

04 = Arts-visual and performing 

05 = Biological and biomedical sciences 

06 = Business/management/marketing/ related 

07 = Communication/journalism/comm. Tech 

08 = Computer/info sciences/support tech 

09 = Construction trades 

10 = Education 

11 = Engineering technologies/technicians 

12 = English language and literature/letters 

13 = Family/consumer sciences, human sciences 

14 = Foreign languages/literature/linguistics 

15 = Flealth professions/clinical sciences 

16 = Legal professions and studies 



17 = Library science 

18 = Mathematics and statistics 

19 = Mechanical/repair technologies/techs 

20 = Multi/interdisciplinary studies 

21 = Parks/recreation/leisure/fitness studies 

22 = Precision production 

23 = Personal and culinary services 

24 = Philosophy, religion & theology 

25 = Physical sciences 

26 = Psychology 

27 = Public administration/social services 

28 = Science technologies/technicians 

29 = Security & protective services 

30 = Social sciences (except psych) and history 

31 = Transportation & materials moving 

32 = Other 
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* Specific Discipline: 

0101 = Agriculture and related sciences 

0102 = Natural resources and conservation 
0201 = Architecture and related services 
0301 = Area/ethnic/cultural/gender studies 

0401 = Art history, criticism & conservation 

0402 = Design & applied arts 

0403 = Drama/theatre arts and stagecraft 

0404 = Fine and studio art 

0405 = Music, general 

0406 = Music history, literature, and theory 

0407 = Visual and performing arts, other 

0408 = Commercial and advertising art 

0409 = Dance 

0410 = Film/video and photographic arts 

0501 = Biochem/biophysics/molecular biology 

0502 = Botany/plant biology 

0503 = Genetics 

0504 = Microbiological sciences & immunology 

0505 = Physiology, pathology & related sciences 

0506 = Zoology/animal biology 

0507 = Biological 8t biomedical sciences, other 

0601 = Accounting and related services 

0602 = Business admin/management/operations 

0603 = Business operations support/assistance 

0604 = Finance/financial management services 

0605 = Fluman resources management and svcs 

0606 = Marketing 

0607 = Business/mgt/marketing/related, other 

0608 = Management information systems/services 

0701 = Communication/journalism/related pgms 

0702 = Communication technologies/technicians 

and support services 

0801 = Computer/info tech administration/mgmt 

0802 = Computer programming 

0803 = Computer science 

0804 = Computer software and media applications 

0805 = Computer systems analysis 

0806 = Computer systems networking/telecomm 

0807 = Data entry/microcomputer applications 

0808 = Data processing 

0809 = Information science/studies 

0810 = Computer/info sci/support svcs, other 
0901 = Construction trades 

1001 = Curriculum and instruction 

1002 = Educational administration/supervision 

1003 = Educational/instructional media design 

1004 = Special education and teaching 

1005 = Student counseling/personnel services 

1006 = Education, other 

1007 = Early childhood education and teaching 

1008 = Elementary education and teaching 

1009 = Secondary education and teaching 

1010 = Adult and continuing education/teaching 

1011 = Teacher ed: specific levels, other 

1012 = Teacher ed: specific subject areas 

1013 = Bilingual 8i multicultural education 

1014 = Ed assessment 

1015 = Higher education 

1101 = Biomedical/medical engineering 



1102 = Chemical engineering 

1103 = Civil engineering 

1104 = Computer engineering 

1105 = Electrical/electronics/comms engineering 

1106 = Engineering technologies/technicians 

1107 = Environmental/environmental health eng 

1108 = Mechanical engineering 

1109 = Engineering, other 

1201 = English language and literature/letters 
1301 = Family/consumer sciences, human sciences 
1401 = Foreign languages/literature/linguistics 

1501 = Alternative/complementary medicine/sys 

1502 = Chiropractic 

1503 = Clinical/medical lab science/allied 

1504 = Dental support services/allied 

1505 = Dentistry 

1506 = Health 8i medical administrative services 

1507 = Allied health and medical assisting services 

1508 = Allied health diagnostic, intervention, 

treatment professions 

1509 = Medicine, including psychiatry 

1510 = Mental/social health services and allied 

1511 = Nursing 

1512 = Optometry 

1513 = Osteopathic medicine/osteopathy 

1514 = Pharmacy/pharmaceutical sciences/admin 

1515 = Podiatric medicine/podiatry 

1516 = Public health 

1517 = Rehabilitation & therapeutic professions 

1518 = Veterinary medicine 

1519 = Health /related clinical services, other 

1601 = Law 

1602 = Legal support services 

1603 = Legal professions and studies, other 
1701 = Library science 

1801 = Mathematics 

1802 = Statistics 

1901 = Mechanical/repair technologies/techs 
2001 = Multi/interdisciplinary studies 

2101 = Parks, recreation and leisure studies 

2102 = Health and physical education/fitness 
2201 = Precision production 

2301 = Culinary arts and related services 

2302 = Personal and culinary services 

2401 = Philosophy 

2402 = Religion/religious studies 

2403 = Theology and religious vocations 

2501 = Astronomy 8i astrophysics 

2502 = Atmospheric sciences and meteorology 

2503 = Chemistry 

2504 = Geological & earth sciences/geosciences 

2505 = Physics 

2506 = Physical sciences, other 
2601 = Behavioral psychology 

2601 = Behavioral psychology 

2602 = Clinical psychology 

2603 = Education/school psychology 

2604 = Psychology, other 
2701 = Public administration 
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(Specific discipline continued) 

2702 = Social work 

2703 = Public administration & social svcs other 
2801 = Science technologies/technicians 

2901 = Corrections 

2902 = Criminal justice 

2903 = Fire protection 

2904 = Police science 

2905 = Security and protective services, other 

3001 = Anthropology (except psychology) 

3002 = Archeology 

3003 = Criminology 



3004 = Demography & population studies 

3005 = Economics 

3006 = Geography & cartography 

3007 = History 

3008 = International relations 8i affairs 

3009 = Political science and government 

3010 = Sociology 

3011 = Urban studies/affairs 

3012 = Social sciences, other 

3101 = Transportation 8i materials moving 
3201 = Other 



^SECTION B: Academic/ Professional Background 

Form: Q17al Label: Highest degree 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

What is the highest degree you have completed? Do not include honorary degrees. 

(If you have none of the degrees or awards, select "Not applicable.") 

0 = Not applicable (Do not hold a degree) 

1 = Doctoral degree (Ph.D., Ed.D., etc.) 

2 = First-professional degree (M.D., D.O., D.D.S. or D.M.D., LL.B., J.D., D.C. 

or D.C.M., Pharm.D., Pod.D. or D.P., D.V.M., O.D., M.Div. or H.H.L. or B.D.) 

3 = Master of Fine Arts, Master of Social Work (M.F.A., M.S.W.) 

4 = Other master's degree (M.A., M.S., M.B.A, M.Ed., etc.) 

5 = Bachelor's degree (B.A., A.B., B.S., etc.) 

6 = Associate's degree or equivalent (A.A., A.S., etc.) 

7 = Certificate or diploma for completion of undergraduate program (other than associate's or 

bachelor's) 



Form: Q17alb Labei: Hold PhD in addition to professional degree 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff whose highest degree is a first-professional degree 

Stem Wording: 

Do you also hold a Ph.D. or other doctorate? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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Form: Q17a2 Label: Highest degree, date awarded 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who hold a degree 

Stem Wording: 

In what year did you receive your [FILL Q17A1 or Q17A1B]? 

(If you have more than one degree at the same level, please select the most recent 
degree.) 

* Year received: 



Form: Q17a3VS Labei: Highest degree field-verbatim 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who hold a degree 

Stem Wording: 

In what field or discipline was your [FILL Q17A1 or Q17A1B]? 

(Enter the name of your degree field or discipline. This name will be used to match 
against a list of academic fields, so please be specific and do not use abbreviations or 
acronyms.) 



Form: Q17a3AC Labei: Highest degree field-autocode 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who provided a verbatim highest degree field 

Stem Wording: 

Please select the appropriate code for your [FILL Q17A1 or Q17A1B] field: [FILL Q17a3VS]. If 
you do not agree with these codes, select "None of these codes" to manually code the field. 



Autocodino Explanation : Using the verbatim string of the respondent's highest degree field (provided 
in Q17A3VS), item Q17A3AC matches the string to selected CIP categories (see pages C-28 through C- 
30 for a list of codes and descriptions). Descriptions that match the verbatim string appear on the 
screen, and the respondent selects the code that best describes the degree field. Strings that do not 
match the CIP descriptions are routed to Q17A3CD for manual coding. (The respondent can also 
modify the verbatim string and redo the match or manually code the teaching field in Q17A3CD.) 
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Form: Q17a3CD 

Name: Q17a3C2 Label: Highest degree field-general code 

Name: Q17a3C4 Label: Highest degree field-specific code 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who provided a verbatim highest degree field, but whose results were 
not autocoded 

Stem Wording: 

Please help us categorize "[FILL Q17a3VS]" using the drop-down list boxes below. 

[IF Q16CD > 0] 

(Select one from the list of disciplines you've already told us about:) 

[ENDIF] 

(Coding Directions: Please select a general area and then the specific 
discipline within the general area. Use the arrow at the right side of the first dropdown 
box to display the general areas. Click to select the desired general area, and then select 
the desired specific discipline within the area from the second dropdown box.) 

* General Area: 

* Specific Discipline: 

Note: Please refer to the complete list of instructional program codes on pages C-28 through C-30. 



Form: Q17a4 
Name: Q17a4ST 
Name: Q17a4C 
Name: Q17a4N 
Name: Q17a4I 



Label: Highest degree institution-state 
Label: Highest degree institution-city 
Label: Highest degree institution-name 
Label: Highest degree institution-IPEDS 



Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who hold a degree 



Stem Wording: 

Please help us code the postsecondary institution that awarded your [FILL Q17A1 or Q17A1B] by 
providing the state and city in which it was located. 

(Steps: 

1. Please select the state in which the school was located. If the school was located in another 
country, select "foreign country." 

2. Enter the name of the city in which the institution was located. You can also use the "Browse" 
link to identify the city. 

3. Select the "Continue" button to list the schools located in that state and city. 

4. Select the desired school. 
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Problems? Try searching for the school by state without listing a city. If you still can't find the 
school, select the "Unable To Find School in List" button at the bottom of the search results.) 

* State/Foreign: 



1 = Alabama 


21 = Maryland 


41 = South Carolina 


2 = Alaska 


22 = Massachusetts 


42 = South Dakota 


3 = Arizona 


23 = Michigan 


43 = Tennessee 


4 = Arkansas 


24 = Minnesota 


44 = Texas 


5 = California 


25 = Mississippi 


45 = Utah 


6 = Colorado 


26 = Missouri 


46 = Vermont 


7 = Connecticut 


27 = Montana 


47 = Virginia 


8 = Delaware 


28 = Nebraska 


48 = Washington 


9 = District of Columbia 


29 = Nevada 


49 = West Virginia 


10 = Florida 


30 = New Hampshire 


50 = Wisconsin 


11 = Georgia 


31 = New Jersey 


51 = Wyoming 


12 = Hawaii 


32 = New Mexico 


52 = Puerto Rico 


13 = Idaho 


33 = New York 


54 = American Samoa 


14 = Illinois 


34 = North Carolina 


55 = Guam 


15 = Indiana 


35 = North Dakota 


56 = Federated States of Micronesia 


16 = Iowa 


36 = Ohio 


57 = Marshall Islands 


17 = Kansas 


37 = Oklahoma 


58 = Northern Mariana Islands 


18 = Kentucky 


38 = Oregon 


59 = Palau 


19 = Louisiana 


39 = Pennsylvania 


60 = U.S. Virgin Islands 


20 = Maine 


40 = Rhode Island 


63 = Foreign Country 



* City: 

* School Name: 



Form: Q17dl Label: Bachelor's degree date awarded 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who reported their highest degree as master's level or above 

Stem Wording: 

In what year did you receive your bachelor's degree? 

(If you have more than one degree at this level, please select the first degree.) 

* Year received: 

* Not applicable (Do not hold a bachelor's degree) 
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Form: Q18 Label: Other current jobs, number of jobs 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

While you were employed at [FILL INSTNAME], how many other jobs did you hold during the 2003 
Fall Term? Please do not consider any outside consulting jobs. (If none, select "0.") 



0 = 0 
1 = 1 
2 = 2 

3 = 3 

4 = 4 

5 = 5 or more 



Form: Q19al Labei: Other current jobs, full-time employment 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff with other employment (excluding consulting) 

Stem Wording: 

[IFQ18>1] 

Were you employed full time at any of these other jobs during the 2003 Fall Term? 
[ELSE] 

Were you employed full time at this other job during the 2003 Fall Term? 

[ENDIF] 

0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q19bl Labei: Other current jobs, number in postsecondary instruction 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff with other employment (excluding consulting) 

Stem Wording: 

How many of these other jobs involved instruction at another postsecondary institution 
during the 2003 Fall Term? (If none, select "0.") 



0 = 0 
1 = 1 
2 = 2 

3 = 3 

4 = 4 

5 = 5 or more 
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Form: Q21 Label: First postsecondary job, current job is first 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Is the job you held at [FILL INSTNAME] during the 2003 Fall Term the first faculty or instructional 
staff position you have held at a postsecondary institution? Do not include teaching assistant or 
research assistant positions while you were working on your degree. 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q23 Labei: First postsecondary job, year began 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who have worked at another postsecondary institution 

Stem Wording: 

In what year did you begin your first faculty or instructional staff position at a postsecondary 
institution? 

(Do not include time when you were a teaching or research assistant.) 

* Year: 



Form: Q24 Labei: First postsecondary job, part or full time 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

[IFQ21 = 1] 

When you first started your job at [FILL INSTNAME], were you employed full time or part time? 
[ELSE] 

Were you employed full time or part time at your first faculty or instructional staff position? 
[ENDIF] 

(Do not consider teaching or research assistant positions.) 

1 = Full time 

2 = Part time 
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Form: Q26 Label: First postsecondary job, tenure status 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff whose first job was full-time except if this is their first postsecondary 
institution position and there is no tenure system at this institution 

Stem Wording: 

[IFQ21 = 1] 

When you began working at [FILL INSTNAME], was your tenure status. . . 

[ELSE] 

When you began working at your first faculty or instructional staff job at a postsecondary 
institution, was your tenure status. . . 

[ENDIF] 

1 = Tenured 

2 = On tenure track but not tenured 

3 = Not on tenure track 

4 = Not tenured because institution had no tenure system 



Form: Q27 Labei: Other jobs, any outside postsecondary since degree 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Since receiving your highest degree, have you held any positions outside of postsecondary 
institutions? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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Form: Q28 Label: Other jobs, sector of previous job 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Now we would like to know about the job you held prior to starting your current job at 
[FILL INSTNAME], Was the job in a . . . 

(By "Current Job" we mean the position you held at [FILL INSTNAME] during the 2003 Fall Term.) 

0 = Not applicable (No job immediately prior to this one) 

1 = 4- or 2-year postsecondary institution 

2 = Other educational institution 

3 = Government (federal, state, local) or military organization 

4 = Foundation or other nonprofit organization 

5 = For profit business or industry 

6 = Other 



^SECTION C: Instructional Responsibilities and Workload 



Form: Q31 








Name: 


Q31a 


Labei: 


Hours 


per 


Name: 


Q31b 


Labei: 


Hours 


per 


Name: 


Q31c 


Labei: 


Hours 


per 


Name: 


Q31d 


Labei: 


Hours 


per 



week on paid tasks at institution 
week on unpaid tasks at institution 
week on paid tasks outside of institution 
week on unpaid tasks outside of institution 



Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

This next section of the questionnaire relates to your responsibilities on the job and your workload. 



On average, how many hours per week did you spend at each of the following work activities 
during the 2003 Fall Term? 

(Enter average number of hours. If not sure, give your best estimates. If none, enter "0." If less 
than one hour, enter"!.") 

* a. All paid activities at [FILL INSTNAME] (e.g., teaching, clinical service, class preparation, 

research, administration) 

* b. All unpaid activities at [FILL INSTNAME] (e.g., club assistance, recruiting, attending 

institution events) 

* c. Any other paid activities outside [FILL INSTNAME] including consulting, working at other 

jobs, teaching at other schools 

* d. Unpaid professional service activities outside [FILL INSTNAME] related to your work. (Do 

not include volunteer work unrelated to your profession.) 
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Form: Q32 




Name: Q32a 


Labei: 


Name: Q32b 


Labei: 


Name: Q32c 


Labei: 


Name: Q32d 


Labei: 



Percent time spent on instruction, undergraduate 
Percent time spent on instruction, graduate/first-professional 
Percent time spent on research activities 
Percent time spent on other unspecified activities 



Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who worked at least one hour per week at the target institution 

Stem Wording: 

[IF Q31A AND Q31B AND Q31C AND Q31D = BLANK] 

For the hours you worked during the 2003 Fall Term at [FILL INSTNAME], 

[ELSE] 

For the [FILL Q31A + Q31B] hours per week you worked during the 2003 Fall 
Term at [FILL INSTNAME], 

[ENDIF] 

we would like you to allot this time— using percentages— into four broad categories: 

Instruction with undergraduates. Instruction with graduate and first-professionai 
students. Research, and Other Activities. (If you are not sure, give your best estimate. 

The percentages should sum to 100%. If none for a category, enter "0".) 

What percentage of your time was spent on. . . 

* a. Instructionai Activities with Undergraduates, including teaching and preparing for 

classes, advising, and supervising students at this institution? 

* b. Instructionai Activities with Graduate and First Professionai students, including 

teaching and preparing for classes, advising, and supervising students at this institution? 

* c. Research Activities, other forms of scholarship, or grants at this institution? 

* d. Aii Other Activities at this institution like administration, professional growth, service, and 

other activities not related to teaching or research. 
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Form: Q35a 

Name: Q35al Label: Number of classes taught, credit 

Name: Q35a2 Label: Number of classes taught, noncredit 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff with instructional duties. Fall 2003 

Stem Wording: 

Next, we would like to ask you about the classes or sections you taught during the 2003 Fall Term 
at [FILL INSTNAME]. Piease do not inciude individuaiized instruction. Questions about 
independent study, intern supervision, and one-on-one instruction in performance, clinical, or 
research settings come later. (If none, seiect "no ciasses.") 

How many. . . 

* a. Classes/sections for credit towards degree did you teach? 

* b. Classes/sections not for credit towards degree did you teach? 

(Guidance on Counting Classes 

Count multiple sections of the same course separately. For example. Sociology 101 taught to 
two different groups of students would count as two classes. 

Count lab or discussion sections as part of the same class unless they have separate credits 
assigned to them. For example, a biology class with lectures, labs, and discussion sections each 
week counts as one class.) 

0 = No classes 

1 = 1 class 



19 = 19 classes 

20 = 20 or more classes 



Form: Q35b 

Name: Q35b Labei: Number of classes taught, remedial 

Name: Q35c Labei: Number of classes taught, distance education 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who taught at least one class 

Stem Wording: 

Of the [FILL Q35A] classes you taught at [FILL INSTNAME] in the 2003 Fall Term, 

(By remediai or deveiopmentai ciasses, we mean courses in reading, writing, math, or other 
courses for students lacking the skills necessary to perform college-level work at the level required 
by your institution. Some institutions refer to these courses as compensatory, basic skills, or 
some other term. 

By distance education, we mean classes where students and instructors are separated primarily 
or exclusively by distance or time.) 
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* a. How many were remedial or developmental classes? 

* b. How many were taught through distance education, either exclusively or primarily? 

0 = No classes 

1 = 1 class 

19 = 19 classes 

20 = 20 or more classes 



Form: Q36 Label: Teaching assistant in any credit class 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who taught at least one class for credit 

Stem Wording: 

[IFQ35A1 = 1] 

Did you have teaching assistants, readers, graders, or lab assistants for the credit class 
you taught during the 2003 Fall Term at [FILL INSTNAME]? 

[ELSE] 

Did you have teaching assistants, readers, graders, or lab assistants for any of the 
credit classes you taught during the 2003 Fall Term at [FILL INSTNAME]? 

[ENDIF] 

0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q37 (loops for up to 5 classes) 
Name: Q37aj (i = 1 to 5) Labei: 

Name: Q37bi (i = 1 to 5) Labei: 

Name: Q37q (i = 1 to 5) Labei: 

Name: Q37di (i = 1 to 5) Labei: 

Name: Q37ei (i = 1 to 5) Labei: 

Name: Q37fi (i = 1 to 5) Labei: 



Number of weeks taught, i-th credit class 
Number of credit hours, i-th class 
Number of hours taught per week, i-th class 
Number of students, i-th class 
Primary level of students, i-th class 
Teaching assistant, i-th class 



Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who taught at least one class for credit 



Stem Wording: 

[IFQ35A1>5] 

You reported earlier that you taught [FILL Q35A1] classes for credit during the 2003 Fall Term at 
[FILL INSTNAME]. We have space for you to describe 5 of these classes. Please describe the ones 
you feel are most relevant for your instructional activities. We will call them classes A to E. 
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[IF Q35A1 >1 AND Q35A1 < 5] 

You reported earlier that you taught [FILL Q35A1] classes for credit during the 2003 Fall Term at 
[FILL INSTNAME]. Please answer the following questions for each of these classes, we will call A to 
[FILL B (IF Q35A1=2) OR C (IF Q35A1=3) OR D (IF Q35A1=4) OR E (IF Q35A1=5)]. 

[IFQ35A1 = 1] 

For the credit class that you reported teaching at [FILL INSTNAME] during the 2003 Fall Term, 
please answer the following questions. 

[ENDIF] 

* a. How many weeks did you teach the class? 

0 0 weeks 

1 1 week 



24 24 weeks 

25 25 weeks 

* b. How many credits were attached to the class? 

* c. How many hours did you teach the class per week? 

(Do not include preparation time.) 

* d. How many students were enrolled in the class? 

* e. Were the students in this class primarily undergraduate, graduate, or first 

professional (e.g., dental, medical, law, theology)? 

1 = Undergraduate 

2 = Graduate 

3 = First professional 

* f. Did you have a teaching or lab assistant, reader, or grader assigned 

to this class? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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Form: Q38 






Name 


Q38a 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38b 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38c 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38d 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38e 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38f 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38g 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38h 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38i 


Label 


Undergrad 


Name 


Q38j 


Label 


Undergrad 

business 



class, multiple choice midterm/final exams 
class, essay midterm/final exams 
class, short answer midterm/final exams 
class, term/research papers 
class, multiple drafts of written work 
class, oral presentations 
class, group projects 

class, student evaluations of each others^ work 
class, laboratory/shop/studio assignments 
class, service learn/co-op interactions with 



Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who taught an undergraduate credit class 

Stem Wording: 

[IF Q37EI=1 FOR EXACTLY ONE OF THE Q37EI, WHERE 1=1 TO 5 OR 
(IF Q32A>0 AND Q32B=0 OR BLANK AND Q35A1 = 1)] 

For the undergraduate class you taught for credit during the 2003 Fall Term at 
[FILL INSTNAME], did you use any of the following? 

[ELSE] 

For the undergraduate classes you taught for credit during the 2003 Fall Term at [FILL 
INSTNAME], did you use any of the following? 

[ENDIF] 

Did you use. . . 

* a. Multiple-choice midterm or final exam? 

* b. Essay midterm or final exam? 

* c. Short-answer midterm or final exam? 

* d. Term/research papers and writing assignments? 

* e. Multiple drafts of written work? 

* f. Oral presentations by students? 

* g. Group and team projects producing a joint product? 

* h. Student evaluations of each other's work? 

* i. Laboratory, shop, or studio assignments? 
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* j. Service learning, co-op experiences or assignments requiring 
interactions with the community or business/industry? 

1 = Used in all classes 

2 = Used in some classes 

3 = Not used 



Form: Q39 Label: Website for any instructional duties 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who had instructional duties 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003 Fall Term at [FILL INSTNAME], did you have one or more web sites for any of your 
teaching, advising, or other instructional duties? 

(Web sites used for instructional duties might include the syllabus, readings, assignments, and 
practice exams for classes; might enable communication with students via listservs or online forums; 
and might provide real-time computer-based instruction.) 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q41 Label: Hours per week, e-mailing students 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who had instructional duties 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003 Fall Term at [FILL INSTNAME], how many hours per week did you spend 
communicating by e-mail (electronic mail) with your students? (If none, enter "0.") 

* Hours per week: 



Form: Q46 Labei: Individual instruction, any 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003 Fall Term, did you provide individual instruction for credit to any student at [FILL 
INSTNAME]? By individual instruction, we mean independent study, supervising student teachers or 
interns, and one-on-one instruction like working with students in a clinical or research setting. Do 
not include dissertation or thesis committee work. 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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Form: Q47 

Name: Q47al Label: Individual instruction, number undergraduate students 

Name: Q47a2 Label: Individual instruction, number graduate students 

Name: Q47a3 Label: Individual instruction, number first-professional students 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who provided individual instruction to students 

Stem Wording: 

[IF Q32A>0 AND Q32B=0 OR BLANK] 

How many undergraduate students received individual instruction for credit from you during the 
2003 Fall Term? 

[ELSE] 

Of the students who received individual instruction for credit from you during the 2003 Fall Term, 
how many were . . . 

[ENDIF] 

(If none, enter "0.") 

* Undergraduate students 

* Graduate students 

* First-professional students (e.g., dental, medical, law, theology) 



Form: Q47b 

Name: Q47bl Labei: Individual instruction, hours with undergraduates 

Name: Q47b2 Labei: Individual instruction, hours with graduate students 

Name: Q47b3 Labei: Individual instruction, hours with first-professional students 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who provided individual instruction to undergraduate, graduate, or 
first-professional students 

Stem Wording: 

Of the students who received individual instruction for credit from you during the 2003 Fall Term, 
what was the totai number of hours you spent each week with your. . . 

(If less than one hour, enter "1.") 

* Undergraduate students 

* Graduate students 

* First-professional students 
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Form: Q48 



Name: 


Q48 


Label: 


Hours 


Name: 


Q49 


Label: 


Hours 


Name: 


Q50 


Label: 


Hours 


Name: 


Q51 


Label: 


Hours 



per week, thesis/dissertation committees 
per week, administrative committees 
per week, with advisees 
per week, office hours 



Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 



Stem Wording: 

The next items ask about the average number of hours each week during the 2003 Fall Term at 
[FILL INSTNAME] that you did the following activities. 

(If none, enter "0." If less than one hour, enter "1." If not sure, give your best estimate.) 



How many hours per week did you spend. . . 

* On undergraduate and graduate thesis or dissertation committees, comprehensive exams or orals 
committees, or examination or certification committees? 

* On administrative committee work? Please include curriculum, personnel, governance, and other 
committees at the department, division, institution, and system levels. 

* With students you were assigned to advise? (Do not include hours spent working with students 
on their theses, dissertations, or independent studies.) 

* In regularly scheduled office hours in person or online? 



^SECTION D: Scholarly Activities 

Form: Q52a 

Name: Q52aa Label: 

Name: Q52ab Label: 

Name: Q52ac Label: 

Name: Q52ad Label: 

Name: Q52ae Label: 

Name: Q52af Label: 

Name: Q52ag Label: 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Next, we would like to consider your scholarly activities. During your entire career, how many of the 
following have you completed? 

(If not sure, give your best estimates.) 

* Articles published in refereed professional or trade journals; or creative works published in juried 
media? 

* Articles published in nonrefereed professional or trade journals; or creative works published in 
nonjuried media or in-house newsletters? 



Career articles, refereed journals 

Career articles, nonrefereed journals 

Career book reviews, chapters, creative works 

Career books, textbooks, reports 

Career presentations 

Career exhibitions, performances 

Career patents, computer software 
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* Published reviews of books, articles, or creative works; or chapters in edited volumes? 

* Textbooks, other books; monographs; research or technical reports disseminated internally or to 
clients? 

* Presentations at conferences, workshops, etc.? 

* Exhibitions or performances in the fine or applied arts? 

* Patents and computer software products? 



(For publications, include only works that have been accepted for publication. Count multiple 
publications/presentations of the same work only once. Include electronic publications that are not 
published elsewhere in the appropriate categories.) 



Form: Q52b 
Name: Q52ba 
Name: Q52bb 
Name: Q52bc 
Name: Q52bd 
Name: Q52be 
Name: Q52bf 
Name: Q52bg 



Label: Recent 
Label: Recent 
Label: Recent 
Label: Recent 
Label: Recent 
Label: Recent 
Label: Recent 



articles, refereed journals 

articles, nonrefereed journals 

book reviews, chapters, creative works 

books, textbooks, reports 

presentations 

exhibitions, performances 

patents, computer software 



Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who have presented or published during their career 



Stem Wording: 

We would like to consider the level of your scholarly activities during the last two years. 



* Of the [FILL Q52aa] articles or creative works published in refereed journals or juried media in 
your career, how many were done in the last two years? 

* Of the [FILL Q52ab] articles or creative works published in nonrefereed journals or nonjuried 
media in your career, how many were done in the last two years? 

* Of the [FILL Q52AC] reviews of books, articles, or creative works; chapters in edited volumes 
published in your career, how many were in the last two years? 

* Of the [FILL Q52AD] textbooks, other books; monographs; and client reports you published 
during your career, how many were done in the last two years? 

* Of the [FILL Q52ae] presentations you made at conferences or workshops in your career, how 
many were made in the last two years? 

* Of your [FILL Q52af] career exhibitions or performances, how many were in the last two years? 

* Of your [FILL Q52ag] career patents, software products, or other works, how many were done in 
the last two years? 
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Form: Q53 Label: Scholarly activity, any 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Do you have any scholarly activities such as research, proposal development, creative writing, or 
other creative works in the 2003-04 academic year? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q54VS Labei: Scholarly activity, principal field -verbatim 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who have scholarly activities and did not provide principal field of 
teaching (Q16VS) 

Stem Wording: 

What is your principal field or discipline of scholarly activity? 

(Enter the name of your principal field/discipline of scholarly activity. This name will be 
used to match against a list of academic fields, so please be specific and do not use 
abbreviations or acronyms.) 

* Name of principal field/discipline of scholarly activity: 



Form: Q54AC Label: Principal field of scholarly activity-autocode 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who provided a verbatim field of scholarly activity 

Stem Wording: 

Please select the appropriate code for your field of scholarly activity: [FILL Q54VS]. 

If you do not agree with these codes, select "None of these codes" to manually code the field. 



Autocoding Explanation : Using the verbatim string of the respondent's field of scholarly activity 

(provided in Q54VS), item Q54AC matches the string to selected CIP categories (see pages C-28 
through C-30 for a list of codes and descriptions). Descriptions that match the verbatim string appear 
on the screen, and the respondent selects the code that best describes the field. Strings that do not 
match the CIP descriptions are routed to Q54CD for manual coding. (The respondent can also modify 
the verbatim string and redo the match or manually code the scholarly field in Q54CD). 
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Form: Q54CD 

Name: Q54CD2 Label: Principal research field-general code 

Name: Q54CD4 Label: Principal research field-specific code 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who provided a verbatim field of scholarly activity, but whose results 
were not autocoded 

Stem Wording: 

Please help us to categorize "[FILL Q54VS]" using the drop-down list boxes below. 

[IF Q17A3AC > 0] 

(Select one from the list of disciplines you've already told us about:) 

[ENDIF] 

Coding Directions: Please select a general area and then the specific discipline within the general 
area. Use the arrow at the right side of the first dropdown box to display the general areas. Click 
to select the desired general area, and then select the desired specific discipline within the area 
from the second dropdown box.) 

* General area: 

* Specific Discipline: 

Note: Please refer to the complete list of instructional program codes on pages C-28 through C-30. 



Form: Q56 Label: Scholarly activity, description 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff engaged in scholarly activity 

Stem Wording: 

How would you describe your principal scholarly activity during the 2003-04 academic 
year? Is it. . . 

1 = Basic research 

2 = Applied or policy-oriented research or analysis 

3 = Literary, performance, or exhibitions 

4 = Program and curriculum design and development 

5 = Other 



Form: Q55 Labei: Scholarly activity, any funded 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff engaged in scholarly activity 

Stem Wording: 

During the 2003-04 academic year, are any of your scholarly activities at [FILL INSTNAME] 
funded? Do not include consulting services and research included as part of your basic salary. 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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^SECTION E: Job Satisfaction 

Form: Q61 
Name: Q61a 
Name: Q61b 
Name: Q61c 
Name: Q61d 

Name: Q62a 
Name: Q62b 
Name: Q62c 
Name: Q62d 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff with instructional responsibilities (Q61a-Q61d); All faculty and 
instructional staff (Q62a-Q62d) 

Stem Wording: 

[IF Ql = l OR Q46=l OR Q48>0 OR Q35A1>0 OR Q35A2>0] 

With regard to your job at [FILL INSTNAME] during the 2003 Faii Term, would you say you 
were very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with. . . 

[ELSE] 

With regard to your job at [FILL INSTNAME], would you say you are very satisfied, somewhat 
satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with. . . 

[ENDIF] 

* The authority you had to make decisions about content and methods in your instructional 
activities 

* The institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional activities 

* Quality of equipment and facilities available for classroom instruction 

* Institutional support for teaching improvement (including grants, release time, and professional 
development funds) 

* Your workload 

* Your salary 

* The benefits available to you 

* Your job at this institution, overall 



Label: Satisfaction with authority to make decisions 
Label: Satisfaction with technology-based activities 
Label: Satisfaction with equipment/facilities 
Label: Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 
improvement 

Label: Satisfaction with workload 
Label: Satisfaction with salary 
Label: Satisfaction with benefits 
Label: Satisfaction with job overall 
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Form: Q65 

Name: Q64 Label: Retired from another position 

Name: Q65 Label: Retire from all paid employment, planned age 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

* Have you retired from another position? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 

* At what age do you think you are most likely to retire from all paid employment? 
(Enter age or select "Don't know.") 

Years of age/Don't know 



^SECTION F: Compensation 

Form: Q66 

Name: Q66a Labei: 

Name: Q66b Labei: 

Name: Q66c Labei: 

Name: Q66d Labei: 

Name: Q66e Labei: 

Name: Q66f Labei: 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

We are almost finished. The next questions will be about your compensation and about your 
background. Your responses to these items— as with all items on this instrument— are voluntary and 
strictly confidential. They will be used only in statistical summaries. 

For the 2003 caiendar year, please estimate your gross compensation before taxes. Do not 
include non-monetary compensation. 

(Enter dollar amount. If not sure, give your best estimates. If not applicable, enter "0.") 

First, your compensation from [FILL INSTNAME]: 

a. What is your basic salary during the calendar year from this institution? 

b. How much compensation did you receive from other income from this institution not included in 
basic salary (e.g., for summer session, overload courses, administration, research, coaching 
sports, etc.)? 



Amount of income from basic salary from institution 
Amount of income from other income from institution 
Amount of income from other academic institution 
Amount of income from consulting or freelance work 
Amount of income from other employment 
Amount of income from other unspecified sources 
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Next, your compensation from other sources 

c. How much were you paid for employment at another postsecondary institution? 

d. How much were you paid for outside consulting or freelance work? 

e. How much were you compensated for any other employment besides consulting and another 
postsecondary institution (e.g., speaking fees and honoraria, self-owned business, 
legal/medical/psychological services, professional performances/exhibitions)? 

f. How much income did you receive from any other source (e.g., investment income, 
royalties/commissions, pensions, real estate, loans, alimony, or child support)? 



Form: Q66b Label: Amount of total individual income (range) 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who did not complete all compensation item amounts 

Stem Wording: 

The following ranges may make it easier for you to estimate your total income from 
all sources for the 2003 calendar year. 

(Your responses to these items are strictly confidential. They will be used only in statistical 
summaries.) 

1 = $1-24,999 

2 = $25,000-49,999 

3 = $50,000-74,999 

4 = $75,000-99,999 

5 = $100,000-149,999 

6 = $150,000-199,999 

7 = $200,000-300,000 

8 = More than $300,000 



Form: Q67 Label: Type of contract, length of unit 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Is your basic salary at [FILL INSTNAME] this academic year based on a 9- or 10-month contract, an 
11- or 12-month contract, or some other arrangement? 

(Please answer based on the length of your contract and how long you work rather than on the 
number of months you are paid.) 

1 = 9- or 10-month contract 

2 = 11- or 12-month contract 

3 = Other, for example, by course or credit hour 
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Form: Q68 Label: Income paid per course/credit unit or term 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff paid on something other than a 
9-, 10-, 11-, or 12-month contract 

Stem Wording: 

What was the basis of your pay? Was it by. . . 

1 = Course 

2 = Credit hour 

3 = Academic term 

4 = Other (e.g., per student, houriy rate) 



Form: Q69 Labei: Amount of income paid per course/credit unit or term 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff paid by course, credit hour, or academic term 

Stem Wording: 

How much were you paid per [FILL Q68]? 



Form: Q70a Labei: Amount of total household income 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

[IF RESPONDED TO ALL PARTS OF Q66AA-Q66AF] 

You told us before that your income from all sources for the 2003 Calendar year was $[FILL 
Q66ASUM]. What was your total househoid income before taxes for that same year? 

[ELSE IF Q66B > 1 and Q66B < 8] 

You told us before that your income from all sources for the 2003 Calendar year was [FILL Q66B]. 
What was your total househoid income before taxes for that same year? 

[ELSE] 

For the 2003 calendar year, what was your total household income before taxes? 

[ENDIF] 

(By household income, we mean the total income received by all persons, including yourself, 
residing in the house during the 2003 calendar year, but excluding minors and full-time students. 
Please include income from employment and from other sources including your spouse or partner, 
self-employment, interest earnings, alimony or child support, insurance benefits, and pension 
payments.) 

* Enter amount: 
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Form: Q70b Label: Amount of total household income (range) 

Form Administered To: 

Faculty and instructional staff who did not provide their household income 

Stem Wording: 

The following ranges may make it easier for you to report your total household income. 
Was your income between. . . 

(Your responses to these items are strictly confidential. They will be used 
only in statistical summaries.) 

-1 = Don't know 

1 = $1-24,999 

2 = $25,000-49,999 

3 = $50,000-74,999 

4 = $75,000-99,999 

5 = $100,000-149,999 

6 = $150,000-199,999 

7 = $200,000-300,000 

8 = More than $300,000 



^SECTION G: Sociodemographic Characteristics 

Form: Q71 Labei: Gender 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

The last few questions ask you to describe yourself and your opinions about your job. 
Are you . . . 

1 = Male 

2 = Female 



Form: Q72 Labei: Age, year of birth 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

In what year were you born? 

* Enter year: 
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Form: Q73 Label: Race/ethnicity, Hispanic/Latino 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Are you Hispanic or Latino? 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q74 
Name: Q74a 
Name: Q74b 
Name: Q74c 
Name: Q74d 
Name: Q74e 



Labei: Race, 
Labei: Race, 
Labei: Race, 
Labei: Race, 
Labei: Race, 



American Indian or Alaska Native 
Asian 

Black or African American 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 

White 



Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 



Stem Wording: 

Please select one or more of the following choices to best describe your race. Are you. . . 
(Select all that apply.) 

* American Indian or Alaska Native 

* Asian 

* Black or African American 

* Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

* White 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Form: Q75 Labei: Disability, any 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Do you have a long-lasting condition that substantially limits one or more of your major life 
activities? 

(By this we mean do you have a physical, visual, auditory, mental, emotional, or other disabling 
condition that limits your ability to see, hear, or speak; to learn, remember, or concentrate; to dress, 
bathe, or get around the house, or to get to school or around campus.) 



0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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Form: Q77 Label: Marital status, fall 2003 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

On November 1, 2003, were you . . . 

1 = Single and never married 

2 = Married 

3 = Living with partner or significant other 

4 = Separated, divorced, or widowed 



Form: Q79 Labei: Dependent children, number 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

How many dependent children do you support? 

(A dependent child is a person 24 years old or younger for whom you provide at least half of his/her 
financial support.) 

* Number of dependent children: 

0 = None 

1 = 1 
2 = 2 



9 = 9 

10 = 10 or more dependents 



Form: Q80 

Name: Q80 Labei: Born in United States 

Name: Q81 Labei: Citizenship status 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Were you born in the United States? 

0 = No 

1 = Yes 



Are you a United States citizen? 

0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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^SECTION H: Opinions 



Form: Q82 
Name: Q82a 
Name: Q82b 
Name: Q82c 
Name: Q82d 



Label: Opinion: 
Label: Opinion: 
Label: Opinion: 
Label: Opinion: 



teaching is rewarded 
part-time faculty treated fairly 
female faculty treated fairly 
racial minorities treated fairly 



Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 



Stem Wording: 

Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree that 
at [FILL INSTNAME], . . 



* a. Good teaching is rewarded 

* b. Part-time faculty are treated fairly 

* c. Female faculty members are treated fairly 

* d. Faculty who are members of racial or ethnic minorities are treated fairly 

1 = Strongly Agree 

2 = Somewhat Agree 

3 = Somewhat Disagree 

4 = Strongly Disagree 



Form: Q83 Labei: Opinion about choosing an academic career again 

Form Administered To: 

All faculty and instructional staff 

Stem Wording: 

Finally, if you had it to do over again, would you still choose an academic career? 

0 = No 

1 = Yes 
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Institution Questionnaire Crosswaik 

The crosswalk below links the NSOPF:04 questionnaire items with similar items from the 
three previous NSOPF institution questionnaires: NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93, andNSOPF:99. This 
crosswalk will facilitate analyses of trends among postsecondary institutions. Linked questions 
may be identical in content and format or may differ in one or more ways. The question, item, or 
response wording; the order in which response options were presented; the manner in which the 
data were collected (e.g., categorical response option versus open-ended response fields, 
instructions to mark one versus all that apply); and the population to which the question applies 
may have changed. It is strongly recommended that analysts review documentation to determine 
whether linked questions are equitable for their purpose. 

Table D-1. Institution Questionnaire Crosswalk: 2004 



Variable name 



NSOPF:88 


NSOPF:93 


NSOPF:99 


NSOPF:04 


NSOPF:04 variable label 


4 


la 


la 


1A 


Number full-time faculty, fall 2003, reported 


19 


1b 


1b 


IB 


Number part-time faculty, fall 2003 


6 


2f 


5aD 


2A 


Full-time numbers: faculty, fall 2002 






5bD 


2B 


Full-time numbers: changed from part to full time, 2002-03 


6 


2b 


5cD 


2C 


Full-time numbers: hired, 2002-03 


6 


2c 


5dD 


2D 


Full-time numbers: retired, 2002-03 


6 


2e + 2d 


5e 


2E 


Full-time numbers: left for other reasons, 2002-03 








2F 


Full-time numbers: changed from full to part time, 2002-03 


4 


2a 


5f 


2G 


Full-time numbers: faculty, fall 2003, calculated 


3 


5 


4 


3 


Full-time tenure: has tenure system 


7 


8a 


6a 


4 


Full-time tenure: number considered for tenure, 2002-03 


7 


8b 


6b 


5 


Full-time tenure: number granted tenure, 2002-03 


10 


9a 


7a 


6 


Full-time tenure: maximum years on tenure track 






8a 


7A 


Full-time tenure: changed tenure policy 


12.5 


10b 


8b 


7B 


Full-time tenure: more stringent tenure standards 




7b 


8c 


1C 


Full-time tenure: downsized tenured faculty 


12.4 


10a 


8d 


7D 


Full-time tenure: replaced tenured with fixed term 


12.1 


11 


8f 


7E 


Full-time tenure: offered early retirement 




11a 


8g 


7E2 


Full-time tenure: number early retirees, last 5 years 






8e 


8 


Full-time tenure: discontinued tenure system, last 5 years 




3 


10 


9 


Full-time faculty: positions sought to fill, fall 2003 




13b 


12a 


10AA 


Full-time benefit: medical insurance 




13c 


12b 


10AB 


Full-time benefit: dental insurance 




13d 


12c 


10AC 


Full-time benefit: disability insurance 




13e 


12d 


10AD 


Full-time benefit: life insurance 




13h 


12e 


10AE 


Full-time benefit: child care 




13n 


12f 


10AF 


Full-time benefit: retiree medical insurance 


16 


13o 


12g 


10AG 


Full-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan 


14.04 


13bA 


12aa 


10BA 


Full-time benefit: medical insurance subsidized 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table D-1. 


Institution Questionnaire Crosswalk: 2004 — Continued 


Variable name 


NSOPF:88 


NSOPF:93 


NSOPF:99 


NSOPF:04 


NSOPF:04 variable label 


14.05 


13cA 


12ba 


10BB 


Full-time benefit: dental insurance subsidized 


14.06 


13dA 


12ca 


10BC 


Full-time benefit: disability insurance subsidized 


14.07 


13eA 


12da 


10BD 


Full-time benefit: life insurance subsidized 


14.10 


13hA 


12ea 


10BE 


Full-time benefit: child care subsidized 




13nA 


12fa 


10BF 


Full-time benefit: retiree medical insurance subsidized 




13oA 


12ga 


10BG 


Full-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan subsidized 


14.01 


13a 


13a 


11A 


Full-time benefit: wellness program 


14.08 


13f 


13b 


11B 


Full-time benefit: spouse tuition remission 


14.09 


13g 


13c 


lie 


Full-time benefit: children tuition remission 


14.11 


13i 


13d 


11D 


Full-time benefit: housing 




13k 


13e 


11E 


Full-time benefit: transportation/parking 


14.02 


131 


13f 


11F 


Full-time benefit: paid maternity leave 


14.03 


13m 


13g 


11G 


Full-time benefit: paid paternity leave 






13h 


11H 


Full-time benefit: paid sabbatical leave 






131 


111 


Full-time benefit: employee assistance program 


13 


19 


15 


12 


Full-time faculty: union representation 




18a 


16a 


13A 


Full-time assessment: student evaluations 




18b 


16b 


13B 


Full-time assessment: student test scores 




18c 


16c 


13C 


Full-time assessment: student career placement 




18d 


16d 


13D 


Full-time assessment: other student performance 




18e 


16e 


13E 


Full-time assessment: department chair evaluations 




18f 


16f 


13F 


Full-time assessment: dean evaluations 




18g 


16g 


13G 


Full-time assessment: peer evaluations 




18h 


16h 


13H 


Full-time assessment: self-evaluations 


23 


34 


17 


14 


Part-time benefit: retirement plan 




37b 


20a 


15AA 


Part-time benefit: medical insurance 




37c 


20b 


15AB 


Part-time benefit: dental insurance 




37d 


20c 


15AC 


Part-time benefit: disability insurance 




37e 


20d 


15AD 


Part-time benefit: life insurance 




37h 


20e 


15AE 


Part-time benefit: child care 




37n 


20f 


15AF 


Part-time benefit: retiree medical insurance 


24 


37o 


20g 


15AG 


Part-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan 




37bA 


20aa 


15BA 


Part-time benefit: medical insurance subsidized 




37cA 


20ba 


15BB 


Part-time benefit: dental insurance subsidized 




37dA 


20ca 


15BC 


Part-time benefit: disability insurance subsidized 




37eA 


20da 


15BD 


Part-time benefit: life insurance subsidized 




37hA 


20ea 


15BE 


Part-time benefit: child care subsidized 




37nA 


20fa 


15BF 


Part-time benefit: retiree medical insurance subsidized 




37oA 


20ga 


15BG 


Part-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan subsidized 




37a 


21a 


16A 


Part-time benefit: wellness program 




37f 


21b 


16B 


Part-time benefit: spouse tuition remission 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table D-1. Institution Questionnaire Crosswalk: 2004 — Continued 



Variable name 

NSOPF:88 NSOPF:93 NSOPF:99 NSOPF:04 NSOPF:04 variable label 



37g 


21c 


16C 


Part-time benefit: children tuition remission 


371 


21d 


16D 


Part-time benefit: housing 


37k 


21e 


16E 


Part-time benefit: transportation/parking 


371 


21f 


16F 


Part-time benefit: paid maternity leave 


37m 


21g 


16G 


Part-time benefit: paid paternity leave 




21h 


16H 


Part-time benefit: paid sabbatical leave 




211 


161 


Part-time benefit: employee assistance program 


43 


24 


17 


Part-time faculty: union representation 


42a 


25a 


18A 


Part-time assessment: student evaluations 


42b 


25b 


18B 


Part-time assessment: student test scores 


42c 


25c 


18C 


Part-time assessment: student career placement 


42d 


25d 


18D 


Part-time assessment: other student performance 


42e 


25e 


18E 


Part-time assessment: department chair evaluations 


42f 


25f 


18F 


Part-time assessment: dean evaluations 


42g 


25g 


18G 


Part-time assessment: peer evaluations 


42h 


25h 


18H 


Part-time assessment: self-evaluations 


17 


26a 


19A 


Undergraduate instruction: percent full-time faculty 


41 


26b 


19B 


Undergraduate instruction: percent part-time faculty 




26c 


19C 


Undergraduate instruction: percent teaching assistants 




26d 


19D 


Undergraduate instruction: percent other 



NOTE: The actual name of each NSOPF:04 institution variable has an “I” as the starting character. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99), 1993 National 
Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:93), 1988 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:88). 
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Faculty Questionnaire Crosswalk 

The crosswalk below links the NSOPF:04 questionnaire items with similar items from the 
three previous NSOPF faculty questionnaires: NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93, andNSOPF:99. This 
crosswalk will facilitate analyses of trends among faculty at postsecondary institutions. Linked 
questions may be identical in content and format or may differ in one or more ways. The 
question, item, or response wording; the order in which response options were presented; the 
manner in which the data were collected (e.g., categorical response option versus open-ended 
response fields, instructions to mark one versus all that apply); and the population to which the 
question applies may have changed. It is strongly recommended that analysts review 
documentation to determine whether linked questions are equitable for their purpose. 



Table D-2. 


Faculty Questionnaire Crosswalk: 2004 


NSOPF:88 


Variable name 
NSOPF:93 NSOPF:99 


NSOPF:04 


NSOPF:04 variable label 


Q1 


Q1 


Q1 


Q1 


Instructional duties, any 


Q2 


Q1A 


Q2 


Q2 


Instructional duties related to credit courses/activities 




Q3 


Q4 


Q3 


Faculty status 




Q2 


Q3 


Q4 


Principal activity 


Q4 


Q4 


Q5 


Q5 


Employed full or part time at this institution 








Q6 


Part-time employment is primary employment 








Q8 


Part-time but preferred full-time position 




Q6 


Q7 


Q9 


Year began current job 


Q12 


Q9 


Q8 


Q10 


Rank 


Q13 


Q10 


Q9 


Q11 


Rank, year attained professor or associate professor 


Q9 


Q7 


Q10 


Q12 


Tenure status 


Q10 


Q7A 


Q10 


Q13 


Tenure, year attained at any postsecondary institution 


Q18 


Q38 


Q64 


Q14 


Union status 




Q38 


Q64 


Q15 


Union status, reason not a member 




Q12 


Q14 


Q16VS 


Principal field of teaching-verbatim 








Q16CD2 


Principal field of teaching-general code 


Q16 


Q12 


Q14 


Q16CD4 


Principal field of teaching-specific code 


Q26 


Q16.1A 


Q16.1A 


Q17A1 


Flighest degree 


Q26 


Q16.1B 


Q16.1B 


Q17A2 


Highest degree, date awarded 




Q16.1D 


Q16.1C 


Q17A3VS 


Highest degree field-verbatim 








Q17A3C2 


Highest degree field-general code 


Q26 


Q16.1C 


Q16.1D 


Q17A3C4 


Highest degree field-specific code 


Q26 


Q16.1Eb 


Q16.1Eb 


Q17A4ST 


Highest degree institution-state 


Q26 


Q16.1Eb 


Q16.1Eb 


Q17A4C 


Highest degree institution-city 


Q26 


Q16.1Ea 


Q16.1Ea 


Q17A4N 


Highest degree institution-name 








Q17A4I 


Highest degree institution-IPEDS 








Q17A4LEV 


Highest degree institution, level 








Q17A4CN 


Highest degree institution, control 


Q26 


Q16 


Q16 


Q17D1 


Bachelor’s degree date awarded 


Q5 


Q17A 


Q22 


Q18 


Other current jobs, number of jobs 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 






NSOPF:88 


NSOPF:93 


NSOPF:99 


NSOPF:04 


NSOPF:04 variable label 


Q6 




Q24B + 
Q28B 


Q19A1 


Other current jobs, full-time employment 


Q6 






Q19B1 


Other current jobs, number in postsecondary instruction 








Q21 


First postsecondary job, current job is first 


Q29 




Q24.1a 


Q23 


First postsecondary job, year began 


Q29 




Q24.3a 


Q24 


First postsecondary job, part or full time 






Q24.6a 


Q26 


First postsecondary job, tenure status 


Q29 




Q26 


Q27 


Other jobs, any outside postsecondary since degree 


Q29 


Q19.2 


Q28.2b 


Q28 


Other jobs, sector of previous job 


Q36 


Q36a 


Q30a 


Q31A 


Flours per week on paid tasks at institution 


Q36 


Q36b 


Q30b 


Q31B 


Flours per week on unpaid tasks at institution 


Q36 


Q36c 


Q30c 


Q31C 


Flours per week on paid tasks outside of institution 


Q36 


Q36d 


Q30d 


Q31D 


Flours per week on unpaid tasks outside of institution 


Q37 


Q37a 


Q31aA 


Q32A 


Percent time spent on instruction, undergraduate 


Q37 


Q37a 


Q31bA 


Q32B 


Percent time spent on instruction, graduate/first-professional 


Q37 


Q37b 


Q31cA 


Q32C 


Percent time spent on research activities 


Q37 


Q37c 


Q31dA 


Q32D 


Percent time spent on other unspecified activities 




Q37d 


Q31eA 








Q37e 


Q31fA 








Q37f 

Q22A 


Q40 


Q35A1 


Number of classes taught, credit 








Q35A2 


Number of classes taught, noncredit 






Q35 


Q35B 


Number of classes taught, remedial 






Q412i 


Q35C 


Number of classes taught, distance education 








Q36 


Teaching assistant in any credit class 




Q23.2Aa 


Q41.2Aa 


Q37A1 


Number of weeks taught, 1st credit class 




Q23.2Ab 


Q41.2Ab 


Q37B1 


Number of credit hours, 1st class 


Q32 


Q23.2AC 


Q41.2Ag 


Q37C1 


Number of hours taught per week, 1st class 


Q32 


Q23.2Ae 


Q41.2Ae 


Q37D1 


Number of students, 1st class 


Q32 


Q23.3A 


Q41.3A 


Q37E1 


Primary level of students, 1st class 


Q32 


Q23.2Ad 


Q41.2Ad 


Q37F1 


Teaching assistant, 1st class 




Q23.2Ba 


Q41.2Ba 


Q37A2 


Number of weeks taught, 2nd credit class 




Q23.2Bb 


Q41.2Bb 


Q37B2 


Number of credit hours, 2nd class 


Q32 


Q23.2BC 


Q41.2Bg 


Q37C2 


Number of hours taught per week, 2nd class 


Q32 


Q23.2Be 


Q41.2Be 


Q37D2 


Number of students, 2nd class 


Q32 


Q23.3B 


Q41.3B 


Q37E2 


Primary level of students, 2nd class 


Q32 


Q23.2Bd 


Q41.2Bd 


Q37F2 


Teaching assistant, 2nd class 




Q23.2Ca 


Q41.2Ca 


Q37A3 


Number of weeks taught, 3rd credit class 




Q23.2Cb 


Q41.2Cb 


Q37B3 


Number of credit hours, 3rd class 


Q32 


Q23.2CC 


Q41.2Cg 


Q37C3 


Number of hours taught per week, 3rd class 


Q32 


Q23.2Ce 


Q41.2Ce 


Q37D3 


Number of students, 3rd class 


Q32 


Q23.3C 


Q41.3C 


Q37E3 


Primary level of students, 3rd class 


Q32 


Q23.2Cd 


Q41.2Cd 


Q37F3 


Teaching assistant, 3rd class 




Q23.2Da 


Q41.2Da 


Q37A4 


Number of weeks taught, 4th credit class 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 






NSOPF:88 


NSOPF:93 


NSOPF:99 


NSOPF:04 


NSOPF:04 variable label 




Q23.2Db 


Q41.2Db 


Q37B4 


Number of credit hours, 4th class 


Q32 


Q23.2DC 


Q41.2Dg 


Q37C4 


Number of hours taught per week, 4th class 


Q32 


Q23.2De 


Q41.2De 


Q37D4 


Number of students, 4th class 


Q32 


Q23.3D 


Q41.3D 


Q37E4 


Primary level of students, 4th class 


Q32 


Q23.2Dd 


Q41.2Dd 


Q37F4 


Teaching assistant, 4th class 




Q23.2Ea 


Q41.2Ea 


Q37A5 


Number of weeks taught, 5th credit class 




Q23.2Eb 


Q41.2Eb 


Q37B5 


Number of credit hours, 5th class 


Q32 


Q23.2EC 


Q41.2Eg 


Q37C5 


Number of hours taught per week, 5th class 


Q32 


Q23.2Ee 


Q41.2Ee 


Q37D5 


Number of students, 5th class 


Q32 


Q23.3E 


Q41.3E 


Q37E5 


Primary level of students, 5th class 


Q32 


Q23.2Ed 


Q41.2Ed 


Q37F5 


Teaching assistant, 5th class 




Q24Ae 


Q42b 


Q38A 


Undergrad class, multiple choice midterm/final exams 




Q24Af 


Q42c 


Q38B 


Undergrad class, essay midterm/final exams 




Q24Ag 


Q42d 


Q38C 


Undergrad class, short answer midterm/final exams 




Q24Ah 


Q42e 


Q38D 


Undergrad class, term/research papers 




Q24Ai 


Q42f 


Q38E 


Undergrad class, multiple drafts of written work 




Q24AC 




Q38F 


Undergrad class, oral presentations 








Q38G 


Undergrad class, group projects 




24Ad 


42a 


Q38H 


Undergrad class, student evaluations of each others'' work 








Q38I 


Undergrad class, laboratory/shop/studio assignments 








Q38J 


Undergrad class, service learn/co-op interactions with business 






Q43 


Q39 


Website for any instructional duties 






Q47 


Q41 


Hours per week, e-mailing students 






Q49a-c 


Q46 


Individual instruction, any 


Q33 


Q25.1A + 
Q25.2A 


Q49a 


Q47A1 


Individual instruction, number undergraduate students 


Q33 


Q25.3A 


Q49b 


Q47A2 


Individual instruction, number graduate students 


Q33 


Q25.3A 


Q49c 


Q47A3 


Individual instruction, number first-professional students 


Q33 


Q25.1B + 
Q25.2B 


Q49a 


Q47B1 


Individual instruction, hours with undergraduates 


Q33 


Q25.3B 


Q49b 


Q47B2 


Individual instruction, hours with graduate students 


Q33 


Q25.3B 


Q49c 


Q47B3 


Individual instruction, hours with first-professional students 






Q32 


Q48 


Hours per week, thesis/dissertation committees 






Q63 


Q49 


Hours per week, administrative committees 






Q50 


Q50 


Hours per week, with advisees 




Q26 


Q51 


Q51 


Hours per week, office hours 


Q30 


Q20.1A + 
Q20.3A 


Q29.1 


Q52AA 


Career articles, refereed journals 


Q30 


Q20.2A + 
Q20.4A 


Q29.2 


Q52AB 


Career articles, nonrefereed journals 


Q30 


Q20.5A + 
Q20.6A 


Q29.3 


Q52AC 


Career book reviews, chapters, creative works 


Q30 


Q20.8A + 
Q20.7A + 
Q20.9A+ 
Q20.10A 


Q29.4 


Q52AD 


Career books, textbooks, reports 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 






NSOPF:88 


NSOPF:93 


NSOPF:99 


NSOPF:04 


NSOPF:04 variable label 


Q30 


Q20.11A 


Q29.5 


Q52AE 


Career presentations 


Q30 


Q20.12A 


Q29.5 


Q52AF 


Career exhibitions, performances 


Q30 


Q20.13A + 
Q20.14A 


Q29.6 


Q52AG 


Career patents, computer software 


Q30 


Q20.1B + 
Q20.3B 


Q29.1 


Q52BA 


Recent articles, refereed journals 


Q30 


Q20.2B + 
Q20.4B 


Q29.2 


Q52BB 


Recent articles, nonrefereed journals 


Q30 


Q20.5B + 
Q20.6B 


Q29.3 


Q52BC 


Recent book reviews, chapters, creative works 


Q30 


Q20.8B + 
Q20.7B + 
Q20.9B + 
Q20.10B 


Q29.4 


Q52BD 


Recent books, textbooks, reports 


Q30 


Q20.11B 


Q29.5 


Q52BE 


Recent presentations 


Q30 


Q20.12B 


Q29.5 


Q52BF 


Recent exhibitions, performances 


Q30 


Q20.13B + 
Q20.14B 


Q29.6 


Q52BG 


Recent patents, computer software 




Q28 


Q52 


Q53 


Scholarly activity, any 




Q13 


Q15 


Q54VS 


Scholarly activity, principal field-verbatim 








Q52CD2 


Principal research field-general code 




Q13 


Q15 


Q54CD4 


Principal research field-specific code 




Q30 


Q54 


Q55 


Scholarly activity, any funded 




Q29 


Q53 


Q56 


Scholarly activity, description 


Q19 


Q39a 


Q65a 


Q61A 


Satisfaction with authority to make decisions 








Q61B 


Satisfaction with technology-based activities 








Q61C 


Satisfaction with equipment/facilities 








Q61D 


Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement 


Q19 


Q40a 


Q66a 


Q62A 


Satisfaction with workload 


Q19 


Q40f 


Q66g 


Q62B 


Satisfaction with salary 


Q19 


Q40g 


Q66h 


Q62C 


Satisfaction with benefits 


Q19 


Q40i 


Q66j 


Q62D 


Satisfaction with job overall 


Q25 


Q46 


Q72 


Q64 


Retired from another position 






Q74 


Q65 


Retire from all paid employment, planned age 


Q40 


Q47a 


Q76a 


Q66A 


Amount of income from basic salary from institution 


Q40 


Q47C + 
Q47d + 
Q47f 


Q76b 


Q66B 


Amount of income from other income from institution 


Q40 


Q47g 


Q76d 


Q66C 


Amount of income from other academic institution 


Q40 


Q47i 


Q76g 


Q66D 


Amount of income from consulting or freelance work 


Q40 


Q47n 


Q76e 


Q66E 


Amount of income from other employment 


Q40 


Q47h + 


Q76f + 


Q66F 


Amount of income from other unspecified sources 




Q47J + 


Q76h + 








Q47k + 


Q76I + 








Q47I + 


Q76j + 








Q47m + 


Q76k + 








Q47p + 


Q76m + 








Q47q 


Q76n 







See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 






NSOPF:88 


NSOPF:93 


NSOPF:99 


NSOPF:04 


NSOPF:04 variable label 








066B2 


Amount of total individual income (range) 




Q47B 


Q75b 


067 


Type of contract, length of unit 






Q75b 


068 


Income paid per course/credit unit or term 








069 


Amount of income paid per course/credit unit or term 




049 


079 


O70A 


Amount of total household income 








O70B 


Amount of total household income (range) 


041 


051 


081 


071 


Gender 


042 


052 


082 


072 


Age, year of birth 


043 


054 


083 


073 


Race/ethnicity, Flispanic/Latino 


044 


Q53_1 


084 


074A 


Race, American Indian or Alaska Native 


044 


Q53_2 


084 


074B 


Race, Asian 


044 


Q53_3 


084 


0740 


Race, Black or African American 


044 


Q53_2 


084 


074D 


Race, Native Flawaiian or other Pacific Islander 


044 


Q53_4 


084 


074E 


Race, White 






085 


075 


Disability, any 


045 


055 


087 


077 


Marital status, fall 2003 








079 


Dependent children, number 




056 


089 


080 


Born in United States 


046 


057 


090 


081 


Citizenship status 








082A 


Opinion: teaching is rewarded 








082B 


Opinion: part-time faculty treated fairly 


048 


Q59e 


092f 


0820 


Opinion: female faculty treated fairly 


048 


Q59f 


092g 


082D 


Opinion: racial minorities treated fairly 




Q59g 


092h 


083 


Opinion about choosing an academic career again 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:04), 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99), 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:93), 1988 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:88). 
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NSOPF Endorsements 



American Association for Higher Education 

American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers 

American Association of Community Colleges 

American Association of State Colleges and Universities 

American Association of University Professors 

American Council on Education 

American Federation of Teachers 

Association for Institutional Research 

Association of American Colleges and Universities 

Association of Catholic Colleges and Universities 

Career College Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 

College and University Professional Association for Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent Colleges 

Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities 

National Association of College and University Business Officers 

National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education 

National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities 

National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators 

National Education Association 
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Appendix F 
Contacting Materials 



Institution Contacting Letters and Inserts 

Chief Administrator Letter F-3 

Institution Coordinator Early Contaeting Letter F-5 

Institution Coordinator Binder Letter F-7 

Institution Refusal Conversion Fetter F-9 

Coordinator Response Form F-1 1 

Guidanee for Preparing the Fist of Faculty and Instructional Staff F-1 8 

Pamphlets 

NSoFaS Pamphlet F-25 

NSOPF Pamphlet F-29 

NPSAS Pamphlet F-31 

Faeulty Contaeting Fetters and E-Mail 

Fead Letter to Faeulty F-33 

Instruetional Insert to Faeulty F-34 

Initial E-Mail F-3 5 

Early Response Deadline Reminder Fetter F-3 6 

First Follow-up E-Mail F-37 

Seeond Reminder E-Mail F-3 8 

Third Reminder E-Mail F-3 9 

Nonresponse Fetter F-40 

Nonresponse E-Mail F-41 

Second Nonresponse Letter F-42 

Seeond Nonresponse E-Mail F-43 

Refusal Nonresponse Fetter F-44 

Refusal Nonresponse E-Mail F-45 

Early September Nonrespondents Fetter F-46 

Early September Nonrespondents E-Mail F-47 

Final Reminder E-Mail F-48 

Refusals May Not be Eligible Fetter F-49 

Partials May Not be Eligible Fetter F-50 
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CHIEF ADMINISTRATOR LETTER 



August 12, 2003 



NSoFaS 
Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Coileges 

American Association of 
State Coileges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Council on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for Institutional 
Research 

Association of American 
Colleges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colleges and Universities 

Career College Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of T eaching 

College and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Accrediting 
Commission of Cosmetology 
Arts and Sciences 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 

National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



<CHIEF ADMIN NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 

Your IPEDS ETNITID: 

Your password: 

Dear <NAME>: 

INSTITUTION NAME> has been selected to participate in the 2004 National Study 
of Faculty and Students. The Higher Education Act (Sec. 131 (d), as amended in 
1998) authorizes the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) to periodically gather information from students, faculty, and 
instructional staff on two pivotal areas of national concern: 

• How do students and their families finance education after high school? 

• Who teaches in our colleges and universities, and how do they conduct 
their work? 

In response to the continuing need for these data, information was collected from 
students in 1987, 1990, 1993, 1996, and 2000 as part of the National Postsecondary 
Student Aid Study (NPSAS). Data on full- and part-time faculty and instructional 
staff were collected for the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) in 
1988, 1993, and 1999. NCES has contracted with RTI International (RTI) to conduct 
the next data collection cycle for both studies under the 2004 National Study of 
Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04) in order to minimize the reporting burden to 
postsecondary institutions. Additional information about our plans for NSoFaS:04 is 
provided in the enclosed materials, which include an NSoFaS brochure and copies of 
the brochures that participating students or faculty will receive. 

Your institution’s participation is crucial to the success of NSoFaS:04. 1 am writing 
to request that you appoint an NSoFaS coordinator to oversee the preparation of 
lists of faculty/instructional staff and students at your institution. The NSoFaS 
coordinator will also complete a brief questionnaire on the Internet about your 
institution’s policies and procedures related to faculty and instructional staff We will 
use the lists prepared by your institution to draw samples of faculty/instructional staff 
and students for participation in the 2004 NSOPF and NPSAS data collection cycles, 
respectively. Sampled faculty and students will be asked to complete a questionnaire 
on the Internet. 
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The individual whom you designate as eoordinator should be someone (such as the Director of 
Institutional Research) who is familiar with data and information sources at your institution. If you 
require assistance with selecting an appropriate coordinator, you may call the NSoFaS Help Desk at 1- 
866-NSOFAS4 (1-866-676-3274, toll-free). 

We are aware that you and the staff at your institution are confronted with many competing demands for 
your time. Therefore, we are providing you — and the coordinator you designate — with this advance 
notice of the study to allow you adequate time to plan for this data collection effort and, if needed, to 
contact us for more information prior to the start of data collection in the fall 2003/2004 term. Once 
designated, an RTI representative will contact your coordinator to discuss the study timeline and 
procedures required for your institution. Your coordinator will also be provided with a complete summary 
of our data request for the NPSAS and NSOPF components of NSoFaS. 

All responses that relate to or describe identifiable characteristics of individuals may be used only for 
statistical purposes and may not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose, unless 
otherwise compelled by law. The enclosed pamphlets detail our data collection procedures and provide a 
full description of the laws and procedures safeguarding the confidentiality of questionnaire responses, 
contact information, and other data. Additional information, including reports based on data from 
previous NSOPF and NPSAS studies, is available on the NSoFaS web site: 
https://survevs.nces.ed.gOv/nsofas2004 

If you have any questions about the study or procedures involved, please contact the RTI Project 
Coordinator, Brian Kuhr, at 1-866-676-3274 or via e-mail at nsofas2004@rti.org. You may also direct 
questions to NCES by contacting James Griffith at 1-202-502-7387 (e-mail address: 
James.Griffith@ed.gov) or Linda Zimbler at 1-202-502-7481 (e-mail address: Linda.Zimbler@ed.gov) . 

At your earliest convenience, please complete the NSoFaS Designate a Coordinator form online at the 
NSoFaS web site, using the IPEDS UNITID and password printed on the first page of this letter. 

We look forward to your participation in this important study. Thank you for your cooperation and 
prompt completion of the NSoFaS Designate a Coordinator form. 



Sincerely, 




C. Dennis Carroll, Ph.D. 
Associate Commissioner 
Postsecondary Studies Division 



Enclosures 



The NSoFaS Designate a Coordinator form may be completed online at 



https://survevs.nces.ed.gOv/nsofas2004 



To access the online form, enter the user name (which is your IPEDS 
UNITID) and password printed on the first page of this letter. 
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INSTITUTION COORDINATOR EARLY CONTACTING LETTER 



NSoFaS 
Endorsed by 



<DATE> 



American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of 
State Coiieges and 
Universities 



<COORD NAME> 
<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 

Your IPEDS ETNITID 
Your PASSWORD: 



American Association of Dear <NAME> 

University Professors 



American Councii on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 



<INSTITUTION NAME> has been selected to participate in the 2004 National Study 
of Faculty and Students. The Higher Education Act (Sec. 131 (d), as amended in 1998) 
authorizes the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES) to periodically gather information from students, faculty, and instructional 
staff on two pivotal areas of national concern: 



Association of American 

Colieges and Universities • How do studcnts and thcir families finance education beyond high school? 



Association of Catholic 
Colieges and Universities 

Career Coliege Association 



• Who teaches in our colleges and universities, and how do they conduct their 
work? 



The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of T eaching 

Coliege and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 



In response to the continuing need for these data, information was collected from 
students in 1987, 1990, 1993, 1996, and 2000 as part of the National Postsecondary 
Student Aid Study (NPSAS). Data on full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff 
were collected for the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) in 1988, 
1993, and 1999. NCES has contracted with RTI International (RTI) to conduct the 
next data collection cycle for both studies under the 2004 National Study of Faculty 
and Students (NSoFaS:04) in order to minimize the reporting burden to postsecondary 
institutions. Additional information about our plans for NSoFaS:04 is provided in the 
enclosed materials, which include an NSoFaS brochure and copies of the brochures 
that participating students or faculty will receive. 



National Accrediting 
Commission of Cosmetology 
Arts and Sciences 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 

National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 



The chief administrative officer of your institution has selected you as your 
institution’s coordinator for NSoFaS:04. The enclosed materials detail your role and 
the role of your institution in this study and contain a timetable of major project 
activities. You will have four primary responsibilities for NSoFaS:04: 

• Complete the Coordinator Response Form online at the NSoFaS web site, 

within the next few weeks, using the user name and password printed at the 
top of this letter. We will schedule data collection for your institution based on 
the information you provide. A facsimile of the Coordinator Response Form 
is included in the attached folder. 



National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



• Oversee the preparation of two data files: (1) a list of faculty and instructional 
staff and (2) an enrollment list of students at your institution. These data files 
will be used to draw samples of faculty/instructional staff and students for 
participation in NSoFaS:04. Sampled faculty and students will be asked to 
complete a questionnaire on the Internet. 



• Complete a separate web-based program requiring institution record information for a sample of 
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students. 

NSoFaS:04 will begin in September 2003. At that time, complete instructions for your institution’s 
participation will be sent directly to you. In the meantime, please review the enclosed materials at your 
earliest convenience. 

We are aware that you and other staff at your institution are confronted with many competing demands 
for your time. We hope that giving you this advance notice of the study will provide you with ample time 
to plan for your school’s participation in NSoFaS:04. A project representative will call you in the next 
few days to ensure that you have received this notification and to answer any questions that you may 
have. You may also call the NSoFaS Flelp Desk directly at 1-866-NSOFAS4 (1-866-676-3274). 

All responses that relate to or describe identifiable characteristics of individuals may be used only for 
statistical purposes and may not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose, unless 
otherwise compelled by law. The enclosed materials detail our data collection procedures and provide a 
detailed description of the laws and procedures safeguarding the confidentiality of questionnaire 
responses, contact information, and demographic data. Additional information, including reports based on 
data from previous NSOPF and NPSAS studies, is available on the NSoFaS web site: 
https://survevs.nces.ed.gOv/nsofas2004 

If you have questions about the study or procedures, please contact the RTI Project Coordinator, Brian 
Kuhr, at 1-866-676-3274 or via e-mail at nsofas2004@rti.org. You may also direct questions to NCES 
by contacting James Griffith at 1-202-502-7387 (e-mail address: James.Griffith@ed.gov) or Linda 
Zimbler at 1-202-502-7481 (e-mail address: Linda.Zimbler@ed.gov) . 

At your earliest convenience, please complete Coordinator Response Form online at the NSoFaS web 
site, using the IPEDS UNITID and password printed on the first page of this letter. 

We look forward to your participation in this important study. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 



C. Dennis Carroll, Ph.D. 
Associate Commissioner 
Postsecondary Studies Division 

Enclosures 






The NSoFaS Coordinator Response Form may be eompleted 
online at 

https://survevs.nces.ed.gOv/nsofas2004 

To aeeess the online forni, enter the IPEDS UNITID and 
password printed on the first page of this letter. 
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INSTITUTION COORDINATOR BINDER LETTER 



NSoFaS 
Endorsed by 

American Association for Higher 
Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of State 
Colieges and Universities 

American Association of University 
Professors 

American Councii on Education 

American Federation of Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 

Association of American Colieges 
and Universities 

Association of Cathoiic Colieges and 
Universities 



<DATE> 

<COORD NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 

Your IPEDS UNITID: 

Your PASSWORD: 

Dear <NAME>: 

As the person designated to be the Institution Coordinator for the 2004 National Study of 
Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04) at your institution, you are receiving detailed 
instructions (see enclosed binder) to ensure your full participation in both the study’s 
faculty and student components. We look forward to working with you on this important 
research effort, and are available to answer any questions you may have on how to carry 
out the coordination activities requested of you. 



Career College Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching 

College and University Professional 
Association for Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 



As described in materials provided during the early notification period of the study this 
past spring/summer, NSoFaS:04 is being conducted for the U.S. Department of 
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) by RTI International (RTI) 
This ongoing study, designed to collect data from nationally representative samples of 
postsecondary students and faculty and instruction staff, provides vital information on 
changes over time in two pivotal areas of national concern: 



Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent Colleges 

Hispanic Association of Colleges and 
Universities 

National Accrediting Commission of 

Cosmetology 

Arts and Sciences 

National Association of College and 
University Business Officers 

National Association for Equal 
Opportunity in Higher Education 

National Association of Independent 
Colleges and Universities 

National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of Student 
Financial Aid Administrators 

National Education Association 



• How students and their families finance education after high school, and 

• Who teaches in our colleges and universities and how they conduct their work. 

In response to the continuing need for the data provided by NSoFaS, Congress has 
authorized NCES to collect these data periodically. Data on full- and part-time faculty 
and instructional staff were collected through the faculty component — ^the National Study 
of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF)-in 1988, 1993, and 1999. Information on students 
and student financial aid was previously collected in 1987, 1990, 1993, 1996, and 2000 as 
part of the student component — the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS). 

Your institution has been sampled for participation in both the faculty and student 
components of NSoFaS:04. As the Institution Coordinator, you are asked to oversee the 
completion of the following activities for NSoFaS:04: 

• Completion of the Coordinator Response Form (CRF) online at the NSoFaS 
web site, https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsofas20Q4 /, using the IPEDS UNITID 
and password printed at the top of this letter. If you have already completed 
this document, a copy of the form may be printed from the web site after log in. 
A data collection timeline for your institution has been scheduled based on the 
information you provided. If you have not completed the CRF online, please do 
so at your earliest convenience. For reference, a facsimile of the CRF is included 
in the enclosed binder. 
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• Preparation of a complete data file listing all fnll- and part-time facnlty, adjnnct facnlty, and 
instrnctional staff (inclnding available contact and demographic information). The file should be eurrent 
as of November 1, 2003, or the date at your institution when faeulty rosters for the fall aeademie term are 
eomplete. [FOR INST THAT COMPLETED THE CRF AND HAVE INDICATED DATE OTHER THAN 
DEC 6]: <Infonnation provided on the CRF indicates that you will send your faculty list to RTI on 
<DATE> [YOR. NULL/DEC 6: The NSoFaS help desk will call to confirm the date at which we can expect your 
institution ’s list. It is important that we receive your institution ’s list prior to the end of the fall term, if 
possible.] 

• Completion of the Institution Questionnaire online at the NSoFaS web site. The questionnaire may be 
eompleted in multiple sessions; however, Question 1 (whieh asks for eounts of full- and part-time faeulty and 
instruetional staff at your institution) should be answered at the time you send your list of faeulty. A faesimile 
of the questionnaire is ineluded in your binder. Please complete this questionnaire online by December 5, 2003, 
or by the date you submit your faculty list noted above if different. 

• Preparation of a complete data file listing all stndents enrolled at yonr institntion at any time between 
Jnly 1, 2003, and April 30, 2004. Please refer to the enelosed NPSAS materials for a eomplete set of student 
eligibility eriteria. Your list of students enrolled should be transmitted to RTI as early as possible. This data file 
will be used to draw a sample of students for partieipation in NPSAS. Sampled students will be asked to 
eomplete a questionnaire on our seeured web site over the Internet. It is eritieal that we allow students ample 
time to respond before the end of the aeademie year. [FOR INST THAT COMPLETED A CRF.- <Information 
provided on the CRF indicates that you will send the student list to RTI on <DATE>. [ NO CRF/ UNKNOWN 
AFTER DATE: The NSoFaS help desk will call to confirm the date at which we can expect your institution ’s 
list.] 

• Completion of a separate web-based compnter-assisted data entry (webCADE) program that reqnires 
institntion record information for those stndents who are sampled. This includes speeifie information on 
their enrollment status, finaneial assistance, and demographic characteristics. More details can be found in the 
enclosed binder. 



All responses that relate to or describe identifiable characteristics of individuals may be used only for statistical 
purposes and may not be disclosed or used, in identifiable form, for any other purpose, unless otherwise compelled 
by law. The enclosed materials detail our data collection procedures and provide a detailed description of the laws 
and procedures safeguarding the confidentiality of individual questionnaire responses, contact information, and 
demographic data. Additional sources of information, including reports based on data from previous NSOPF and 
NPSAS studies, are available on the NSoFaS web site: https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsofas20Q4/ . 

If you have questions about the study purposes or procedures, please contact either of us or Brian Kuhr, Project 
Coordinator, at 1-866-NSOFAS4 (1-866-676-3274) or via e-mail at nsofas2004@rti.org. You may also direct 
questions to NCES by contacting either James Griffith at 1-202-502-7387 (e-mail address: James. Griffith@,ed. gov) 
or Linda Zimbler at 1-202-502-7481 (e-mail address: Linda.Zimbler@ed.gov) . 

We look forward to your participation in this important study. Thank you for your cooperation. 



Sincerely, 




NPSAS Project Director 



Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 



Enclosures 

Your institution ’s response to the National Study of Faculty and Students may be completed online at 

https://survevs.nces.ed.gOv/nsofas2004/ 

To upload lists or other data collection forms, go to the login tab found on the home/login page. 
You will be prompted to enter the IPEDS UNITID and password printed on the first page of this 
letter. 
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NSoFaS 
Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coiiegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Coiieges 

American Association of 
Stafe Coiieges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Councii on 
Educafion 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 

Association of American 
Coiieges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Coiieges and Universities 

Career Coliege Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching 

College and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 

The Coliege Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Accrediting 
Commission of Cosmetology 
Arts and Sciences 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 

National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



INSTITUTION REFUSAL CONVERSION LETTER 

November 21, 2003 

<NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 

Your IPEDS UNITID: 

Y our password: 

Dear <NAME>: 

I am writing to you again to urge your participation in the 2004 National Study of 
Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04). Because your participation is so important to 
the success of NSoFaS:04, 1 have authorized assistance to your institution to 
facilitate its timely participation in NSoFaS:04. 

The Higher Education Act (Sec. 131 (d)), as amended by the United States 
Congress in 1998, provides the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) with the authority and a mandate to periodically gather 
data on the condition of postsecondary education in the United States. NSoFaS:04 
plays an essential role in fulfdling this mandate. 

NSoFaS:04 consists of two very important studies conducted by NCES: the 2004 
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04) and the 2004 National 
Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:04). The nationally representative 
sample for the two studies is selected from among all Title IV eligible institutions. 
To ensure representation of the entire range of postsecondary institutions in the 
nation, we count on cooperation from each of the sampled institutions. We are 
grateful for the outstanding cooperation that we have received in previous cycles of 
these studies. We urgently request your institution’s participation in NSoFaS:04. 

We are well aware that, especially under difficult economic conditions, 
postsecondary institutions have limited staff and resources to devote to 
participating in research studies, regardless of their importance. That is why we 
have instructed RTI International, NCES’ contractor for NSoFaS:04, to provide 
your institution with the assistance necessary to accomplish the following: 

• Provide a list of faculty and instructional staff employed by your institution 
as of November 1, 2003; 

• Complete a brief Institution Questionnaire concerning your institution’s 
policies and procedures regarding faculty; 

• Provide a list of postsecondary students enrolled at your institution 
between July 1, 2003 and April 30, 2004; and 

• Complete a student record abstraction form for a small number of students 
selected from the enrollment list. 

To assist your institution in participating in the study, NCES has authorized 
RTI International to provide compensation for the staff and resources required 
by your institution to compile lists of faculty and students and associated 
documentation. 
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Moreover, if necessary, RTI will also arrange for one of its specially-trained staff to visit your institution 
and perform the record abstractions for sampled students. 

Data collection for NSoFaS:04 is both authorized and protected by federal confidentiality laws, including 
the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). The small number of faculty and students 
sampled from the lists provided by your institution will be asked to participate in NSoFaS:04 by 
completing a questionnaire online or by telephone in a confidential and secure manner. We encourage 
you to review the additional information available about NSoFaS:04 at the following web site: 
https://survevs.nces.ed.gOv/nsofas2004/ 

Both the Institution Questionnaire and secure uploads for faculty and student lists may be accessed at this 
site. The user name (IPEDS UNITID) and password required to access the forms and procedures for your 
institution are printed at the top of this letter. 

Over the course of the next 2 weeks, a representative from RTI will be contacting you to discuss your needs 
and the best way to facilitate your institution’s participation in NSoFaS:04. You may also contact Brian 
Kuhr, the Project Coordinator at 1-866-676-3274 or by e-mail at nsofas2004@rti.org to confirm your 
participation in the study and to request any necessary assistance in providing the data requested. You may 
direct questions to NCES by contacting James Griffith at 1-202-502-7387 (e-mail address: 
James.Griffith@ed.gov) or Einda Zimbler at 1-202-502-7481 (e-mail address: Einda.Zimbler@ed.gov) . 

Once again, thank you for your consideration. 



Sincerely, 




C. Dennis Carroll, Ph.D. 

Associate Commissioner 
Postsecondary Education Division 



The NSoFaS forms may be completed online at 



https://survevs.nces.ed.gOv/nsofas2004/ 



To access the online form, enter the user name (which is your IPEDS 
UNITID) and password printed on the first page of this letter. 
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The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students 

(NSoFaS:04) 




COORDINATOR RESPONSE FORM (CRF) 

FACSIMILE 

If you completed the CRF in spring/summer 2003, a report can be viewed and/or printed from the web 
site with your responses — specifically, the due dates established for submitting your list of faculty and 
instructional staff and/or list of students enrolled. 

Follow the steps below to connect to the study’s secure web site. 



Connect browser to: 

https://survevs.nces.ed.qov/nsofas2004/ 

At the Home/Login page: 

Enter your unique IPEDS UNITID and password.^ 

Select the option View Coordinator Response Form Report. (Click on link.) 



If you did not complete the form in spring/summer 2003, please review this facsimile and complete 
the CRF online as soon as possible upon receipt of this binder. 

Follow the steps below to connect to the study’s secure web site. 



Connect browser to: 

https://survevs.nces.ed.qov/nsofas2004/ 

At the Home/Login page: 

Enter your unique IPEDS UNITID and password.^ 

Select the option Coordinator Response Form. (Click on button.) 



If you are unable to complete the CRF online, you may complete the form by telephone. Please 
call the 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04) Help Desk at 1-866-NSOFAS4 
(1-866-676-3274). Staff members are available Monday through Friday, from 9 a.m. to 7 p.m. (Eastern 
Time). You will be able to immediately complete the information with a staff member or schedule an 
appointment to complete it at a more convenient time. 



' Your unique and secure Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) UNITID and password are printed on the letter 
accompanying this material or they may be obtained by contacting the Help Desk at 1-866-NSOFAS4 (1-866-676-3274). 
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The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students 

(NSoFaS:04) 




Coordinator Response Form 

Your response to these questions will allow RTI to customize some of the systems on the NSoFaS web 
site with characteristics unique to your institution. This will make it easier for you and your staff to move 
through the various study components. 



1. Institutions use different methods to account for a student’s credits — that is, to track 
completion of required curricula, courses, or programs offered at that institution. 

How are course/programs measured at your institution? 

C Clock hours 
C Credit hours 

2. Institutions use a variety of structures to quantify the hours that are taken by 
Both a student during a calendar year or school year. 

What calendar system is used at your institution? 

C Semesters 
C Quarters 
C Trimesters 
C 4-1-4 

C Differs by program 
C Continuous/Open Enrollment 
C No standard terms 
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The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students 

(NSoFaS:04) 




3. Identify the names of each of the terms/enrollment periods (sometimes referred to as payment 
periods) that a student may enroll in between July 1, 2003, and June 30, 2004. Please include all 
terms, even those that may apply to special types of students (e.g., medical or MBA students). 

NOTE: SOME PORTION OF THE TERM MUST OCCUR BETWEEN JULY 1, 2003, AND JUNE 30, 2004, BUT MAY START 
PRIOR TO JULY 1 OR END AFTER JUNE 30. 

After all the terms are added, please press the Continue button. 



Add Term 



Please add a term. 



Please enter the name of the term and the associated start and end dates. 

Term I 
Name: I 



Start 

date: 

End 

date: 



Month 

January 



January 



3 



Day 


Year 


I' d 


I 2003 ^ 


I ^ d 


I 2003 ^ 



THIS AN EXAMPLE OF HOW QUESTION 3 MAY BE COMPLETED. 



3. Identify the names of each of the terms/enrollment periods (sometimes referred to as payment 
periods) that a student may enroll in between July 1, 2003, and June 30, 2004. Please include all 
terms, even those that may apply to special types of students (e.g., medical or MBA students). 

NOTE: SOME PORTION OF THE TERM MUST OCCUR BETWEEN JULY 1, 2003, AND JUNE 30, 2004, BUT MAY START 
PRIOR TO JULY 1 OR END AFTER JUNE 30. 

After all the terms are added, please press the Continue button. 



I Delete? 


Term Name 


Term start date 


Term end date 1 


r 


First Summer 


6/6/2003 


7/15/2003 


r 


Second Summer 


7/21/2003 


8/8/2003 


r 


Fall 2003 


8/28/2003 


12/6/2003 


r 


Spring 2004 


2/10/2004 


5/5/2004 


r 


First Summer 2004 


5/6/2004 


6/15/2004 


Add Term I 


Delete selected Terms I 
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The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students 

(NSoFaS:04) 




4. Identify institution grants and scholarships. Include only those institutional grants and 
scholarships paid out of institutional revenue, including restricted funds that originate from 
private donations or endowments. Do not include grants or scholarships funded by state or 
federal sources, even if the award decisions are made by institution staff. State grant program 
funds that are allocated to and awarded by your institution (instead of a centralized state grant 
system that makes awards to students) should not be included as institutional aid. 

Please list up to 12 names of the most prevalent institution grants and scholarships awarded and 
indicate whether “need,” “merit,” or “both” is considered when making these awards. 

^ Check here if your institution does not award institution grants or scholarships. Then click on the Continue 
button below. 



Add Award 



THIS IS AN EXAMPLE OF HOW QUESTION 4 MAY BE COMPLETED. 



4. Identify institution grants and scholarships. Include only those institutional grants and 
scholarships paid out of institutional revenue, including restricted funds that originate from 
private donations or endowments. Do not include grants or scholarships funded by state or 
federal sources, even if the award decisions are made by institution staff. State grant program 
funds that are allocated to and awarded by your institution (instead of a centralized state grant 
system that makes awards to students) should not be included as institutional aid. 

Please list up to 12 names of the most prevalent institution grants and scholarships awarded and 
indicate whether “need,” “merit,” or “both” is considered when making these awards. 



Delete? 



Name of Award 



Basis of Award Decision 



r 



Future Teachers of North Carolina Scholarship BOTH 



Add Aw ard 


Delete selected Aw ards 
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The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students 

(NSoFaS:04) 




NPSAS (STUDENT COMPONENT ONLY) INSTITUTIONS 
WILL AUTOMATICALLY SKIP THIS QUESTION WHEN FORM IS COMPLETED ON 

WEB. 



5. We would like to receive a list of faculty and 
instructional staff employed at your institution as of 
November 1, 2003. The table to the right depicts the 
data elements to be included on the list for each faculty 
and instructional staff member. We'd like to receive the 
list of faculty and instructional staff no later than 
December 5, 2003. 

When will you be able to provide the list of faculty and 
instructional staff? 



c 



On or before December 5, 2003 



After December 5, 2003. (A project staff member 
will call to establish a specific date.) 



► CONTINUE 



i BACK 



Facul^ and Instructional Sta ff D ata Elements 



1. First Name 

2. Middle Initial 

3. Last Name 

4. Name Suffix (e.g., Jr., Sr., Ill, etc.) 

5. Employee ID 

6. Race/Ethnicity 

7. Gender 

8. Employment Status 

9. Academic Field 

10. Campus Address 1 

11. Campus Address 2 

12. Campus City 

13. Campus State 

14. Campus Zip Code 

15. Campus Telephone Number 

16. Campus e-mail 

17. Flome Address 1 

18. Flome Address 2 

19. Flome City 

20. Flome State 

21. Flome Zip Code 

22. Flome Telephone Number 

23. Flome e-mail 
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The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students 

(NSoFaS:04) 




THESE DATES ARE AN EXAMPLE OF HOW THE DATE FILLS IN BASED ON YOUR 
INSTITUTION’S RESPONSE TO QUESTION 4 
IF ANY TERMS WERE ENTERED 



6. Please provide a list of all students enrolled at your 
Institution. The table to the right depicts the data 
elements to be Included on the list for each student. 

We'd like to receive the enrollment list as soon as 
possible. Based on the dates you provided for terms 
during the 2003-04 academic year, February 24, 2004, is 
2 weeks after the beginning of the "Spring 2004" term, 
which is the last term with a start date that is on or 
before April 30, 2004. 

When will you be able to provide the list of all students 
enrolled? 

E 

On or before February 24, 2004 



After February 24, 2004. (A project staff member 
will call to establish a specific date.) 



► CONTINUE 



* BACK 



Student Data Element 



1. First Name 

2. Middle Initial 

3. Last Name 

4. Name Suffix (e.g., Jr., Sr., Ill, etc.) 

5. Student ID 

6. Social Security Number 

7. Educational Level 

8. First Time Beginner 

9. Local Address 1 

10. Local Address 2 

11. Local City 

12. Local State 

13. Local ZIP Code 

14. Local Telephone Number 

15. Campus e-mall 

16. Permanent Address 1 

17. Permanent Address 2 

18. Permanent City 

19. Permanent State 

20. Permanent ZIP Code 

21. Permanent Telephone Number 

22. Permanent e-mail 
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The 2004 National Study of Faculty and Students 

(NSoFaS:04) 




7. When RTI receives your list of students enrolled, a random sample will be selected. During the final stage of the 
study, you will enter specific data from sampled students' records pertaining to enrollment and financial aid status. 
NPSAS webCADE (a computer-assisted data entry Internet application) is the application developed to assist in your 
completing this stage. It will be available on the study web site once the sample has been selected. You will enter 
student data on this site using either Netscape 4.8 or higher or MS Internet Explorer 5.0 or higher with the 
following: 

■ 128-bit encryption. You may need to adjust your browser settings or download an update to activate 128-bit 
encryption. 

■ JavaScript enabled. JavaScript is the programming language of the interactive sections of our web site and must 
be enabled for many pages to work properly. 

Will it be possible for you to use this software to provide the requested data? 



Yes 

No 

Would like to discuss options with staff 



► COrsfTINUE 



C 

c 

c 



* BACK 



OPTIONS AT END OF CRF 

!■ 



You have reached the end of this form. Please check the option that best describes how you would like us to 
proceed: 

n 

Close completed form: You have completed all the information, including all terms, awards, and dates 
when we can expect your faculty list and your list of students enrolled. Checking this option means that you are 
submitting this form as final. If you later determine that you need to make modifications, please call 1-866- 
NSOFAS4 (1-866-676-3274) or e-mail the changes to nsofas2004(a) rti.org . 



Keep form open for later completion: You have completed all or most of the information, including some 
terms, some awards, and dates when we can expect your faculty list and your list of students enrolled. Checking 
this option will allow you to continue accessing this form on the web until you are entirely satisfied that all 
information has been entered. NSoFaS staff may call you to offer their assistance. 



Provide assistance: You would like NSoFaS staff to call you to schedule a time to complete the items. 
Checking this option forwards an auto e-mail to nsofas2004(ai rti.org and a staff person will call to set an 
appointment for completing the Response Form with you over the telephone. A facsimile of the form was provided 
with your early notification packet to assist with preparation of your responses at that time. 



► COI'TTINUE 



< BACK 
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The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 

(NSO(>F:04> 



GUIDANCE FOR PREPARING THE LIST OF 
FACULTY AND INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF 



Background 

The list of faculty and inatruchonal staff you pfovide will be used to randomly select a nationally 
representative sample of individuals in postsecondary institutions across the nation. To ensure a 
scientifically vaUd sample, it is extremely inrportant that you follow the instructions provided in this 
document ^en preparing your institution's list. Because posisecondary institutions vary widely 
in their organizatiortal structures and staffing configurations, we realize that some of the criteria 
presented below may not apply to your institution. Also, different inslMutions use different 
definitions for faculty and nonfaculty positions, temporary and permanent status, and hill- and 
part-time staff. Please interpret the instructions and terms according to your institution's usage. 

Note: The number of faculty and instructional staff reported in your lists should be 
consistent with the number of personnel reported in question 1 on the Institution 
Questiofmairq Facslmife included in this mailing. Should you have any questions about 
classification of personnel, or whether they should or should not be included on the list, we urge 
you to contact Briati Kuhr at: 

■ Phone: 1-866-NSOFAS4 (1-866-676-3.274) 

■ E-mail: nsotas2004(a!rti. pro 



Eligibility Requirements 

Include all faculty and instructional staff being paid by your institution as of November t , 2003. or 
the date at your institution when files of full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff are 
considered complete for the fall term. This includes the following categories of personnel on your 
list: 

■ All faculty, including any administrators, researchers, librarians, coaches, etc., who have 
faculty status at your instttution. regardless of whether they have a ny in structionai 
responsibilities: and 

■ All instructional staff, regardess of whether they have faculty status. (By *instructional 
staff.* we mean staff members who are engaged in any instructional aclivtties. such as 
teaching students in one or more credit or noncredit courses, advising students, or 
supervising students' academic activities.) 

Be sure to Include: 

" Faculty and instructional staff in all schools, including professional schools (e.g.. medical, 
law, dentistry, etc.); 

■ Faculty and instrucbonal staff who ate perman ent. temporary, adjunct, visiting, acting, or 

postdoctoral appointees: 

* Faculty and instructional staff who are emptoyed full or part time by the institution; 

" Faculty and instructional staff who teach credit or rroncredit classes; 



NSC-M’I’ W— iIkI.IU ifff-acult\umJJnxlruclianalSh^ hBiw : jlucct.ciI yov in»>lin3iQ(U 

i‘s«< I of3 
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■ Faculty and instructional staff who are tenured, nontenured but on tenure track, or 
nontenured and not on tenure track; 



■ Faculty and instructional staff who interact with first-professional, graduate, or 
undergraduate students; and 

■ Faculty and instructional staff on paid sabbatical leave. 



Be sure not to include: 

■ Graduate or undergraduate teaching or research assistants; 

■ Faculty and instructional staff with instructional duties outside the United States, unless 
on sabbatical leave; 

■ Faculty and instructional staff on leave without pay; 

■ Faculty and instructional staff who are not paid by your institution, such as those in the 
military or part of a reiigious order; and 

■ Faculty and instructional personnel supplied by independent contractors or who volunteer 
their services, such as volunteer medical staff. 

Data Elements Required 

For each eligible person on the list we wili need the information listed in the accompanying 
Contact Information and File Layout for Creating the List of Faculty and Instructional Staff 
document, if you use other codes or another layout, please provide us with a detaiied description 
of the codes and layout of your list. 

File Types 

As detailed on the Contact Information and File Layout for Creating the List of Faculty and 
Instructional Staff document, you may choose to submit your list of faculty and instructional staff 
as an ASCIi fixed-field file, a comma-delimited file, or an Excel spreadsheet. If you choose to use 
a different fiie type, please be sure to indicate its type and layout. If you have no option but to 
send your list in paper form, please send a single unduplicated list in which each faculty/ 
instructional staff member’s name appears only once. 



ffSOPF '.04— Guidance for Preparing the List of Faculty and Instructional Staff https://survevs.nces.ed.gQv/nsQfas20Q4/ 

Page 2 Qf 2 
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CONTACT INFORMATION AND FILE LAYOUT FOR 
CREATING THE LIST OF FACULTY AND 
INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF 



This document is in two sections. In the first section (pages 1 and 2), we ask you to provide the 
information requested for all individuals responsible for preparing your list of faculty and 
instructional staff. This information will be used only when we need to contact these individuals 
with questions regarding your list. The second section (page 3) provides details of our suggested 
file layout for creating your list. You may transmit this document to us via one of the following two 
modes: 



■ Select “Upload Faculty List” after logging in to the web at: 
https://survevs.nces.ed.aov/nsofas2004/ 

■ Federal Express, using the airbill provided in the back pocket of this binder. 



Should you have any questions, please call the NSoFaS Help Desk at: 1-866-NSOFAS4 
(1-866-676-3274) 

1. Institution identification: Please provide the following information aboutyour institution: 

> institution Name: 

> institution iPEDS UNITiD': 

2. Date: Please specify the date your faculty list was prepared (mm/dd/yyyy): / / 



3. Contact Information: Please provide the following information for all individuals responsible 
for preparing your faculty list. 



Name 


Department 


E-mail Address 


Telephone 

Number 



































4. Counts of Fuli- and Part-time Facuity and Instmctionai Staff: As of November 1 , 
2003 (or during the fall term of the 2003-04 academic year when your faculty lists are 
considered complete), how many full-time and part-time faculty and instructional staff 
were employed by your institution? By faculty and instructional staff we mean any faculty 
plus any other employees with instructional responsibilities, regardless of whether or not 
they have faculty status. Please report the total number of 



^Note that your institution’s name and integrated Postsecondary Education Data System ( IPEDS) UNiTiD are printed on 
the ietter that accompanies this materiai. 



N SOP¥ '.04— Contact Information and File Layout 
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persons (i.e., a headcount), rather than full-time equivalents (FTEs). Please report the 
number for each category; if none, write in “0”. 

Note: These counts should match the answers you have provided (or will provide) for 
question 1 of the Institution Questionnaire. 

> Full-time Faculty and Instructional Staff: Please specify the number of all full-time 
faculty plus any other full-time employees with instructional responsibilities: 



> Part-time Faculty and Instructional Staff: Please specify the number of all part-time 
faculty plus any other part-time employees with instructional responsibilities: 



5. Electronic File Type and Layout: Using the file layout specifications on the next page, 
please mark which of the following file types you will use to provide your list. If you choose fo 
use a type or layout other than what is provided below, please be sure to specify its type and 
complete layout. 

> ASCII Fixed-field: Please use the suggested file layout provided on the next page. 



> Comma-delimited: Please use a blank space for any missing data elements and use 

the data order and codes suggested in the layout provided on 
the next page. 

> Excel spreadsheets: Please properly label all columns and use the order and codes 

suggested in the layout provided on the next page. 



> Other (e.g., paper list): Please specify type and layout of your list (use additional pages 
if necessary): 



6. Special Comments: In the space provided below, please tell us about any of the requested 
data items that you cannot provide. Also, please provide any additional details that would 
clarify the layout of the faculty list you are submitting, as well as any information necessary to 
correctly interpret the information provided (e g., faculty designations, abbreviations, codes, 
etc.). Use additional pages if necessary. 



N SOP¥ '.04— Contact Information and File Layout 
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Faculty and Instructional Staff List Layout 
Specifications 



Column position 


Starting 


Ending 


1 


25 


26 


26 


27 


51 


52 


54 


55 


66 


67 


67 


68 


68 


69 


69 


70 


119 


120 


169 


170 


219 


220 


269 


270 


271 


272 


280 


281 


290 


291 


340 


341 


390 


391 


440 


441 


490 


491 


492 


493 


501 


502 


511 


512 


561 



Data element 



First name 



2. Middle initial 



3. Last name 



4. Name suffix (e.g., Jr., Sr., 



5. Employee ID 



7. Gender 



8. Employment status 



9. Department/program affiliation 



10. Campus address 1 



1 1 . Campus address 2 



12. Campus city 



13. Campus state 



14. Campus ZIP code 



15. Campus telephone number 



16. Campus e-mail 



17. Home address 1 



18. Home address 2 



19. Home city 



20. Home state 



21 . Home ZIP code 



22. Home telephone number 



23. Home e-mail 





1 = White (not of Hispanic origin) 

2 = African American/Black (not of 

Hispanic origin) 

3 = Hispanic 

4 = Asian or Pacific Islander 

5 = American Indian or Alaska 
Native 

6 = Unknown Race/Ethnicity 



1 = Male 

2 = Female 

3 = Unknown gender 



1 = Full-time 

2 = Part-time 

3 = Unknown employment status 




The field length for permanent ZIP code and telephone number allows for international ZIP codes and telephone numbers, 
respectively. 



N SOPF : Contact Information and File Layout 
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TRANSMITTAL OPTIONS FOR THE LIST OF FACULTY AND 
INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF 



Please submit your list no later than December 5, 2003. 



This document specifies the different file delivery options you can use to submit the requested list of faculty 
and instructional staff for your institution. We strongly encourage you to send us your list as an 
electronic file. However, if you are unable to provide an eiectronic fiie, we wiil accept paper lists as a last 
resort. Please note that information regarding eiigibiiity definitions and the needed data items can be 
found in the foilowing documents (iocated behind the NSOPF:04 tab in this binder): 

■ Guidance for Preparing the List of Faculty and Instructional Staff, and 

■ Frequently Asked Questions. 

Please select from the following four transmittal options the one that is most appropriate for your 
institution. Regardless of the option you select, please also complete and transmit the Contact 
Information and File Layout for Creating the List of Faculty and Instructional Staff document to provide 
information about the list you will submit. Should you use a different file layout other than what we have 
suggested, please provide details of your file layout. 

I. Upload to the NSoFaS Web Site 

You may upload your files directly to the web site for NSoFaS, located at: 

https://survevs.nces.ed.qov/nsofas2004/. Simply click on “Upload List of Faculty and Instructional Staff” 
and follow the instructions on the screen. You will be instructed to provide the following information: 

■ Institution name and IPEDS UNITID; 

■ Your response to question 1 of the Institution Questionnaire; 

■ Contact information for the person who prepared the list; and 

■ File layout. 

II. Electronic Mail (e-mail to facultvlist@rti.orq l 

You may choose to send your list of faculty and instructional staff as an attachment via electronic mail. In 
this case, please send your e-mail to RTI at: facultvlist@rti.orq . Be sure to separately transmit your 
completed electronic copy of the Contact Information and File Layout for Creating the List of Faculty and 
Instructional Staff document found on the web site. Please do not send questions to this address. 

III. Diskette, Zip Disk, or CD-ROM 

You can write your faculty list to diskette, Zip disk, or CD-ROM and mail it to RTI using the enclosed 
prepaid Federal Express airbill (in pocket at end of binder), along with a completed copy of the Contact 
Information and File Layout document for each list. Please identify all materials (diskette. Zip disk, CD- 
ROM, and file layout) that you send to RTI with the IPEDS UNITID for your institution. 

IV. Paper List 

If possible, we would greatly appreciate it if you did not use this option. However, if you cannot provide 
an electronic list of your faculty and instructional staff, paper lists may be mailed to RTI using the 
enclosed, prepaid Federal Express airbill. Please attach one of the enclosed labels to the list and file 
layout document you send to RTI. See instructions for completing the airbill on the following page. 

If you need assistance, call the NSoFaS Help Desk at 1 -866-NSOFAS4 (1-866-676-3274). 
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When sending a diskette, Zip disk, CD-ROM, or hard copy of the list of faculty and 

INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF, USE THE STANDARD FEDERAL EXPRESS AIRBILL ENCLOSED IN THE 
POCKET AT THE END OF THIS BINDER. FOLLOW THE INSTRUCTIONS BELOW. 




ITEM 1: 

Fill in Date, Sender’s Name, Phone, Company, Address, City, State, and ZIP Code. 

ITEM 2: 

Your Internal Billing Reference Information will be 08xxx.xxx.xxx for the list of faculty and 
instructional staff. 

ITEM 3: 



ON AIRBILL 


TO BE ENTERED 


Recipient’s Name: 


Linda Rattelade 


Phone: 


(919) 541-8984 


Company: 


RTI International 


Address: 


1000 Parliament Ct., Suite 100 


City: 


Durham 


State: 


NC 


ZIP Code: 


27703-8464 



ITEM 4a: 

Please mark FedEx Priority Overnight. 

ITEM 5: 

Indicate the type of package/letter you are sending. 

ITEM 7: 

Please check Third Party and use FedEx Account No. 15xxxxxxx. 
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The quality and affordability of postsecondary 
education are vital concermfor students and 
their families. That is why the infortnation 
gathered by the 2004 National Study of Faculty 
and Students (NSoFaS:04) is so important. The 
student component explores bow families with 
varying resources are able to pay for education 
after high school and provides comprehensive 
data on the enrollment status, education goals, 
employment, and demographic characteristics of 
postsecondary students. The faculty component 
provides critical data on those individtmls 
who are most pivotal to a qtmlity education — 
faculty and instructional staff — including 
infortnation on their training, experience, and 
duties, as well as the key policy issues affecting 
them and their ivork. 



RfiSic 



NationaJ Study of Pbstsccondary Faculty (NSOPF) 

NSOI^K rr»fond» lo the timtinuinK need iot diicj ttn puMK\i>mi44y 
fjculrr iml inunHttonAl tuff — ihotc who dirrcil>' aHIdcy ibe ijujlity 
education in |XMCKCoAd4fy imcifuiMmv Rr»c-irch que*riom (hj« 
can be Kudicd UMng the data from NSOPF include the hdlowiny;: 

* How many hill- and pan-iwnc faculty and imtruciiunal iiaH are (here? 

« \nu( arc ihcir hackf;r<Mind characicmtici? 

« NHiM arc ihcir wuriluaJi. and how it their time allocarcd berwvc n cLuamom inumciion 
and oiltcT aciiviiiet* 

* What arc the currmi icadiii^ praciico and w€* cd iechru4o|cy amonf» potcteuMulary faculty 
and imtnactMWiaJ Mall? 



National Po»t5ccondar>' Student Aid Study (NPSAS) 

NPSAS data prvividc inhwmaiiun on the coti of potcteomdary education, 
the ditcnbuxKWi of rinacKul aid. and the charactemnn of both aided 
and nonaided audemi and ilieir familict. Roearch queMtont that can 
he ttudicd uunK the data fnwn N]*SAS include the folkminic; 

* %lui it the "nn price” of education to the tcudeni and family? 

* How It ttudeni *iKed* hie financial aid hcinf met? 

* How much arc ttudenit hoemwinft? 

* How doo the ditenltutnm of aid difTcr by ma}<w field of tiudy? 

* MHilM are the cKaractcmiict «if tiudenit lic|ttnnin|t their poutecondary education in 200i, 
and how many of them pervtt in poMtevnndary education? 

Data Analysis and Dissemination 

To make the daia at uteful at pmuhlr. the Natiorul (xnier for Fducation SiaiiMics (NfTii) 
wiD puhhth information in trveral wayv 

* Deicnpctvc rrpueti are puhliihcd by NCFS on idecied topiev PuhlKatiom from previout 

NSOPF and NI*SAS uudiei may be acceiicd dcctronically N(!F2i\ web titc% at 

hiip //ncrfc.cd.puv/uinryi/mupf and hitpi//ncgi.cd^/MtfvrvWnpiat 

* Special ulMikaiion!i arc provided on rcqiieu. 

* [>aia fdci (without idcntilyin^ information) are aiMilahle. 

* Pmentaciont on uudy findinp are made ai confrrrncn. 
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How Will the Stiuly Be Comlueted'f 

NNi»h«S n tpo«tMMctJ by N( !KS jiid conducted uiidcr contract vnih K I I lntcfivmo«ul (K 1 1). 

RI'I tt j nonfmiTii mcarvh urpant/jtiun v^ich bcadt|«unm in North ('.jrolina. 

NS>haS:04 iKpm with the contjctinjtof potticcondjry m»tititcions in March «0t)5 to pitn-iJr early 
iMMiikatMMi of their Kiccfion in iltr ttitdy and lo iniiuie ciM^rdirutHm of the variiHit «iiidy c«xnpi^ 
iKtttK About 1.100 inuMuiKtru will be umplcd ror both NSOPI* and N1*SAS. while anochet will 
be aiked to pankcipate only in NPVAS. 

Ihc collection ol'inlurnuiKin from uudcni rccordt and inienxwinK ot'Camliy and uiidenii will take 
place in 200-%, rrtWcitnf( the 2CNI> 2<XH acadcniK year. However, experience from prior N1*S.AN and 
NSOPh Mudio idU tn that mMituiiom wtHild welcome mlormaiHtn eaHier in the procew to enable 
them to better coordinate Maff and rcKHirce» in completing the rctpiirctncnu ol* ihh itiady. Became 
<nrf l/dK) pcHicecondary imiitiiiioni, abmii 120,000 uudcniv and 3^.000 factilty/inuructinnal uall 
vnll be a part of thn natiocul oiKly. limdincn at oery' urp in the pmcTM b cntical tn itt uKccn. 

I'hccc aciivMiec may differ •omew'hai according to yiMir rype of imriiuiion and method of record 
keeping. Iltr tfuJy wiD conMct ol the hdkm-ing icagrt; 

% 'mut 2002AprWig 2005 

• BegiiMiiag m March 200.5. the clurf admiiourativr ofRccr (C.AO> ac rack iMicution ««i be ««ked 
to drugiutr an NSola.S.'Oi iiwtiiuiional caonl*nator<«l to wurk with RT1. 

• (Wginniag tn March 200.5. R I'l wdl iecnact the iiMCiititional caacdirutu«<«l to cUnfy the tadta. 

iimdine. and mponubditKc TWy will be adied lo complew a bnet ’mponae fbrni’ on the Vcb ai 
hojw;/«uo»ytot«tcd f (hat Hlnttihe* the 20l>.5-2tJ(M lenm and typn nf award* graaoed 

hy the muitMtioe. 

• RI'I wiS pnrvmle apdair* ihfougKuoi the «fvtng and Munmer of 2005 lu ihr tcMOuiHtnal cnordiiutor and 
rrtpnnd to my t|ue%iiun« or conerrm piraentnL 

laU 2005 

• In .Vpren ib et 200.5, a kt of detailed outerult wdl be wm by RI1 lo all innHiMiiMul cratnlmamrc 

■ 5> NovcfMbrr 201K5. ibe anuaiuouBal «.oofihaaaof (fur thoae 1.100 MiMMutioru panKipMing in NSOPF — 
(wtiby tantpanctii) or otber deaagnaacd «taif will complete a web-bated tyuruxmfkatrr abuaii ituritviMnaf 
puhcin/practicct reiaced lo faculrv and MMtruciaonal vtalf ai iheir inaoruiion. 

■ IW Decctnhrt 5, 200.5. ibe McutMtunal cooedmautr (NmH'I- — facuby cwmpnneni) w4l with a 

her of fwiiicy and intmactionji itafr 

W'laicr 2005 (early 2003) 

• By ntad-lVcrntber 2005, RI'I wiM bepn tdreting lamplrt from the b*ct of faculty and »n«tnact«onal Mali lem 
by ibr uiMtitttiom. 

• |5y lace januarr 2005. uanplcd faculty and oMruciienal Maff «tB bepn completing a web-bawd or lelrpbnne 
inictVKw. 

• I5qcinning janiaary* 2004. the loMiruUimal courdiruiur (fur eacb of ibe 14*00 iruitiuiiom participMang m 
NPSAN->^wdc9N compoBcnr) will tupply RT1 wnb a liu of uudeiKc mroiled at ibe inuiiwtion. Ilic liti wdl 
inJudr contact and ba*ac demographK tnforaMtMm for *tudme> coralled at the in»ntHtain during any ictm 
tbai includct July I. 2005, ihmigb Apnl .50. 2005 

• beginning nud- I'cbriaarv 2005. RI1 will tdcci laanpia of Mudrnn bom eaiii enroUnaent laM tevewed. 

■Spr ing 2005 

• BeginAing March 2005. ibr inuMMioad coonfimaaoc or orher dfi^iwd mfl ml pnwtdc Miadcm ircurd 
mfurmatmn (r g-, cBmUmenc ctaioc. nu|or, aid pack^ memdf. for only thoae «iudrnt« canapled at the 
incfitmMkn. *ii a wrbbiard cBmpuier-aiaiacd data entry (BeKIADhl inururoem. leir tbe w iidem componeni 
(NPSA.S), Rn field uaiT wtU be jradabAc tn pnwide acuciance with the utadni rccurd abaitactuto pbaw. 

in March 2005. tajnplcd Mudc«t« wtB coasplnr wvbbaacd or aclrphoae interview 
WcbKncd data cBiry apfdnaiium haw been drwlupcd lo faednaae paatkifUtHMt and to mininuir the bwnlrft 
<m mutiBiaonal ualT in pruc-tding tbc data. Ibe wfnrare U wer liricndhr and efRcienr 



Confidentiality Issues 

The Naiiurul tducaiiun Sraiwiici Act <NILSA) nf 19*M. ai amended by ibr USA PAI RIOI Aa 
nf 2001. auihori/cx N<!P.S toeidlcct and diweminaie inhimuaion abciui educatnin in tbe Ihutcd 
Sratet. liullcviion ii mmt often docK thrutagli Mirveyv Thn Act. which inonrporatex and expandc 
upon the Privacy Act of 197'). rei^uim ctria pruccduret to prorcct tbe confklrBiiality of per- 
•ont in the colleetton. reporting, and publicataeo of data Tbe Family Falucarlon Rightc and 
Privacy Act of 1975 (PFRPA) (20 U.S.<- I232g) alkma Km the rdcaMr uf omiiuiNuul record 
information to lire .Secretary ul Education or bn agnit wiihout prtor conaem of wirvcy mrmbm 
[20 U.S.C^ 1232g(b)(.5)|. KTT Iniernatitind. at the contractor for N(*bS. hun been gnvn tbe 
authonry tu colket inlormamm Irom imtituiional rreonb under the prcwiMimc of NPW. 

All rrepontet ilut rrlaic m or dewribe ideniiluMr cbaracicfbftct of individualt may Iw uted 
<Mtly for ctarnticjJ purpmet and may not be detebned or uted in HlcntifubW Utrm for any <«tker 
purpcitc. utdeu ueberwtse compcBcd by Law. 

Protection of Flectroaac Filer 

All eleemime filex from imticution rccorcb and uudent. faculty, and inurtaciaurul ual) tntcrvicw\ 
will be carefully protected, i lompufer acctiunic uwd to accrcc data will be pauwtird protected 
with miibtlevrl accrue ccmmilc in enuirr that only ihcwc individualc with a need to aceex^ amfi' 
dctuul informjtMm are albmed acccu to it. Foe tlte web'bosed data collection, proven mctlkidc 
of prorcciMm for online cecciiim and data cecurity met the internet will be uwd. Secure Vickcti 
l.jycf (SSI.) protocol wrdi he u%cd to encrypt the dau over the Irucmet. All of the data enity 
modules on thn utc will be paowoed prorected. whrch will rc(|uirr the uier to log in tn the 
cite before aarccing coulkkniul dau. Tbe lyuem will auiomaiically big tbe ucer out after 
.54) minutci <tf inactivity on the Kvuon. whKh will prrvcm iinawthorucd ucer accew to the otc. 

Protection of Paper Record* 

All paper reconic will be maintained tn kicked ctoragt cabmetv A unique ctudy Mleniifkation 
variable (nut the Soaal Security Number or tchuol ID) will be created and maintained lor each 
curvey pamciparM to protect aga«n«i JncliMurt of conftdrrmal dau. 

Preparation of Data for Public Relearc 

All data reicavrd to tbe general puKlac (for example, uariuical uNc*) will be detigned «o that u 
wdl nor be povutde to tdcnidy' iprcific indivijtialc 

Violation* 

All perwmnri vnth acccia to mdnidual data will be required lo ugn a umitdenitaliiy agrremcnr 
and an aftidavit of nundtccbwurc. Arnxine vrbo vwdaici the coafidcnitalifi’ provitaom of tbc act 
when uiing the data duB be hiund gudty of a CTam F. felony and can be ini|>fuoocd up to 
5 yrarx. and/or fiitcd up to $2SO,000. 
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Endorsements 



Anterican AssocMti'on for Hitter E/iucation 

American Association of Collegiale Registrars anti Atimissions Officers 

American Association of Community Colleges 

American Association of State CoUeges anti Unh’ersities 

American Association of University Professors 

American Coutuil on Education 

American Federation ofTeaciters 

Association for imtitutional Research 

Association of American Coilegys and Universities 

Association of Catholic Colleges and Unitersities 

Career College Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for tire Advancement of Teaching 

College and University Professional Association for Uuttutn Resources 

The College Board 

Ihe College Fand/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

Ihe Council of Independent Colleges 

Hispanic Association of Colleges arul Universities 

National Accrediting Commission of Cosmetology Arts ti" Sciences %/'vts 
Natiorutl Association of College and University Business Officers 
National Association for Eejwd Opportunity in Higfer Education 
National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities 
National Association of State Universities and iMnd-Crant Colleges 
Natiorud Association of Student Fitutncial Aid Administrators 
National Education Association 



.d)()'!- >'C 



The 2004 Nalional Study of Faculty and Students 
NSoFaSKM 

N(!KS, pan u| ihc I kpanmcni <4 ^iJucjoon. a by fctknl low lu coltcct. 

analyse, ami puMitli %uiiuk» ami other dau rvlaictl tn rdmaiton in the Untied Siam oml 
<Mhrr ruivnnt. A> pan of iu pnif^ram. N<!KS conducts Uf|gr rutKmal Minrcyr invulvtnf( Mutimir 
cmoilcxi in. and faculcy ami inrimctional tcaHT cmpknTil by. poutMuntlary UMiiuiiom. tku of 
there uuJkv the NoimmuI Study td tVtMmtindary hxuliy (NSOPh) ami the National 
l\>MK<on<iary ScimIciu Aid Sewly INPSAS). ittII be conducted luprthct ui 20CH aa NSuhaS (n 
realize etTicicncica and reduce meral burden auocriaied taith invitutioful partkipanon. 

NSOPf- B the maior murcc of cumprchcmtvc inhinnjtion about faculty ami unintctiofial ualT. 
If inJuder a nationally repreremaine cample of hil- and panmme faculty ami ummctiunal 
ualf at pubbe and private rMit-for-pridii 2- ami 4*ycai imiituiH>m m the Unued Staler. 

ISorouc NSOl’h uiidicr are rrtdcly rtcugm/cd rrumrccc lor mearchen and polK.-ymokcn 
in poacecundary education. Ilwi (tHirth cycle of NSOPf tarll expand the Infornution about 
faculty and inuructional ualf in run> imptuiant «vayv (I) by alkminf* lor omtparmtm to be 
made over an extended penod cd* time, and (21 by cxaminin|( critical iuuer conemung faculty 
and inwructiorul uatf that may ha«r derxiuped unce the lati utidy. 

NPSAS It the only comprehetmve. nationally rcpfftrcnratfw uirvcy of ttuderu hnancial aid. 

Tvlo other tinfdr naitnnal datahatc containt tiudcntdcvcl tecofdt toe tiudentr receiving; aid from 
the numermn ami ditparacc progratm funded by tbc federal pnrrfnment, the ttaier, potttec' 
ondary imiitunom. em p t u yt r v and private ot|;am/j(M>fw. Ihe purpote o( NPSAS it to compile 
a comprehenthe rrtcarch data «ci that coniamt inlnrmation about all of rhe«e ptofEramt, 
tofECihcr rvith demo|;raphk ami enrollment data. In addition, NPSAS pnnido vital infnrma* 
lion about tlie alTortiibtlity of poMteuMidary cducaikm and the cfKrctiwncct of exttiin|i l1nao> 
cial aid priJ|(ramt that tvill inform puldk polky at all levek. NPS.AS not only imludrr ttudentt 
enrolled at puMK ami private not-fue prolit, 2- ami 4'ycar potttccnndary inttituiiont; it aho 
mdudet ibt»e potatecondary intiitutioni that are leit'ihan«2«)Tar and are pnvaie lbr*pro(ii. 
NI*SAS providct ctunpfchrmivr data un underj>raduate. graduate, and Itrtt'pndcruonal 
uudcnit — including tlioae who receive aid ami tho«e who do not. 
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AmrtK'An Akvocuttofi o4 CoBtpmt Rei^tUArt 
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Study Design 

The NAiMmjl (.enm lot FduijtKm SjiMfci iNf K* 
i« conduCTin|( the founh eydr of the Nabond Study 
of BoMkecundiry Faudry I NSC>Tf' I n> mpond to ih 
tmteJ need fb« inhwmaiicei un fjnilty end m«tnK- 
ton ihoie wfiodirroly iffra the qtubty of educAii 
m puAtkceondiry untitmtnm «i tl»r I'nced Siatev 

Fjodry tweitif>en And cftottuaMiul maH m* ptvoui !■ 
A qiidti> p(Mt%c\kHtdjr>' nluuMtoet They detemunr 
curtKidumcometn. kcudeni perfnermner Mjndatdk 
tnd the lyuiltty of leiidrnck' prvfkAfAiui fot cwren. 
Farahy mrt*d«erk perf o rm memh «nd d evd o p n iet n 
wori ufwi nh^ much of ih« niiion'k tevlinolo|pci 
ATtd eoDAomii; AtlvAncenieni \fcpciidk. Theou^ ihew 
(mblic *rr>ice janirw they dio amtrtUite to the 
l^jhiic lEood. fur theke moonk. ■ u miportm lot 
rekTArchen md polKynulim to umimrjnd «ho fiki 
•rr, kdui diey do. aimI <f and ho*w» chev ndet Ate 
liver lime. 

fVrktouk kiudin ccviduaed m 1988. Pf9>. and I99(^ 
leAd NSOPF S8. \Sf )PF:9A. md NSOrF.99. 
rcktKetnrfy^ grnerjced nmnexfiAir iitfemi in the po>- 
kctomUry eocntniuwy hecAute they prukitded runuts. 
ptoftlfk gf taiidty And in«(ruitKind ktaH m poUKv- 
oodAty knuKiitKMik m the riiaed Suiev nAiiotuI 
bentiiimrVk for liuihy prodiKirvtcy inJ worVioAd. 
And niforttMitkiet nn itvaiuitKitid puhiiio and prjktK 
diJi irteet facuby and imtiucrkonjl waH 

Ihe 20IM Nanoad Stinfy of fVm«rvoniiary F«k.iiltv 
l.N!iOPr.<H) induic^ bndty And irnttuaionji kufY. 
The ktudy ml add tfdomution jhoaji lAuiity and 
inuriKtionil iciff m tkvo itrporTanr wm; 1 1 } n »d1 
j&m for oompAfihonk to he inide over m euended 
pennd of rime, and iii n ml evimine uiriial *k«iek 
conertnuy faculrv dui have dc^tfeped unte the lut 
kikidy. 
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«]ytkal Obfcctfvct 

DPF.tM M iicM|:rKij lo ^Urcu « vitWi) of p«4ky> 
«ant muo cormrain^ fiicvlt). 

p^*«ta0C(«n4i4ry icntfiufk'M. THc uutiy induJo • 
ilry 4 ik1 in ti«UN<Mmn qucMamruirc 

oincrtiiiM|( fkuln' lBri>miJih>n t»Kain«d 
n (h«%c cwv> uniKo can mmwvt MtifkirutM quc»- 
l« %i*cK *> 

ioH' mtfiy hiJU 4od put'iiim l*:uiry 

<)«i iiMinwtiufut «ijff itv chcfc^ 

Kluc 4tc ihctf hack^B>und ctufxuiBcic^ 
lOui «rv <hof jmi btm n chcir Itnur 

liiciMd hctwcvu iUKnvm LitMn*atr« ^nd c^bcT 
k’nviim? 

Kliic 4K the cumTii tc4chin|E prictico and u>c% 
if t«ctiBi»kifpr 4iTkifi|^ pi»«Mc<«.trkim txulty 
rMruciMHuJ MitP 

itN4 ucUrKii ktt ihn' with cuifcni w«irkiB{> 
»nd«t*>iiw jnd itwiitutM'iul pi-4tcw«^ 

•Urn Me iMuJry 4fid inacractkieil lut) ctmpvntMcd 
ihctr irwttiuiH>m^ (~h*w imp*rt4iii ire oilKt 
iHjrcct of incuoK? 

k'Hit ire the (liver ind rttinrmem pUn« faculty 
Ail iikuruaiiitui icifV^ 

k*KiC fetirrmetw are avidiKc •» faculty 

Ad ioMructinrul 

■iiw irMticu(»im (hinged tbnf P'vkk* «« gruuing 
(fMrr to tioilty monhera* Arc iruKipiied 

0 the future* 




Htm NSOPF \fn\\ Be Conduacd 
The NutoruJ IkfMer K>t Faluiaritia Stitwtice (\CES) 
h» ci^ntricicd with RT1 IntcrruiMiruJ iRTI) to 
ci’AikKt the NSOTF.04. RTI. in inckpcndcAt. 
n«*Apri'lii rocifth orpuii/itiin loiKcd in Rcccirch 
TtMtig^ Tirk. NC. kis pren idvd aiiwtract tuppm 
ti> NCES on pHtMeitfuii#) rvccMv'h wnee 1971 . 

NM>Pf ;Oi CiHtMKi ol 1 utnplc of 35.0IMI (icuby and 
tiwfruuM>rui miA wkctcd fn>m 1.100 %int|:4(d imiitu- 
t»m« in the Si) macc and the Dntnci of Cdumhu. 

Vou iin aucw the S'SOPfitH faculty and imiruc- 
tkinii itiif quotannnaire on the «vh laic « htipi-f* 
iuf\cy\.iu:c^ 1 ^ pw/miyt7 , Al diu cAfiy m>dulei on 
dm lice •*iil tvqiiirv a uns^ue hyin fix acccu and wdl 
Ke pttiwo«d ptiHccrcd. An individud uudy ID and 
paMWtinJ «iil he ptiwidcd to ttudy «anaflc irKcnhcrc 

Phwen aicth«>d» of pnitcciim for uulioc *cM*>ni and 
data cecumy over the Intcmrt wiH Ke uwd. Secure 
S«liTe Layer fSSL) tcchifcdi^ wil Kr uwd irxnpi 
faculty aiul iiucrueia>nil uafF rerpin»e» a« they travel 
over the Internet 

Dtiu Diiieminaiiofi 

Dali culleecni from NSOPF ire made avaelahk Ut ihr 
puhlie m var«>u« wayv PiewntatKirM i>n «tudy findm|^ 
4A nude at confm-nect. tXscripivc rcp<rt« arc 
puhlUhed by NCE$«m tdccicd lupKi. NSOPF 
puMieitioctt and data can he aceaaed ckvtmnicjMy 
thniugh the NCES »eh uu at hrtp 
uirvcyi/naupl?. 

Findings From Prrar Data Collection 

Pnt (teaming art cYampUc I'f Lev rcHilte from 
NSOPF;‘W. 

• Theve ahiHit 1.1 milU>n faculp and inttnK' 
tiunai naff ui 2> and 4<>xar petHcoodary iiMicu> 
tiitm ia the fall tif PAW A{?pn>xima(dy 57 percent 
wen* etnpLncd hiU tune and A3 p«crcrnt wm 
cmfliyed pin time hy their p«iH\ocMlar> 
oMitvtiim. 



• Actim jU pwtKcondary imtnwnon*. W*Hito 
accounted tor M percent ef friU-cimc taculty 
and meltcHiHXid •tiff. Ammu Cumpnced ahmif 
^ liKKcnt. AhK‘an>AjnctKant ahmat 5 percent. 
Hnpiruu/Laitmie ahmai 3 petcerw and .Lmerwatt 
IndurWAIiaka Natm« aKxit 1 peveent in the (ill 

of PAW. 

« Men made uf M penriM of fidMime faeuky and 
iminactionai iratf and 52 pctcaan of part*cia»c 
faeulp and matructHUul Miff m the (all of PAW. 

• FuiLcisic tnufuaHtiul laculn and uaiT tpem an 
aivrage of 1 1 houn a week m the cUwinxim in the 
fall of PAW The nuroher of houn tpcni ceachiDg 
cUuo ranged from 7 hnutr at pmate naca/ch tiuti- 
ruttofM Co 17 h«>urt u puhlu 2’year imtateatamc 

• The aecrage Kuc lality he full-time iiturucia'iul 
faculty and culf dunA|; the PAW calendar p‘ar wae 
S5<».‘AK) The averqpc total »u>fn« — hauc lalary. 
leher inuiiuiNiaal ine:«xm. coniediing, and lehct 
outude income - wa» SAX.^oti. Re part-nnw 
iminKrionai faculty and tulT. the average fuic 
calary waa SI 1 /CX>. and the average toed inecene 
wai Sa6.lU0. including income fnen «»thcr (pethage 
full-time) empLn'ment. 

RcKMch rcp>m and artadei uieng dan fn»m previowc 

NSOPF uudict can he aceewed ihnKt|h the NCE5 

WtK Mte at htip://nege.cd. | pj»/»ufvcyVfM«gt? 

Tmnn uaau* of full nenv pMCmuniary 
irwtruk'ttonat laeulry and »uA FaD PWK 



OniMsM 
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HH lax I S rJbuwm \atumal t.*wart W 

rjwaaun ><i|. AnAgeuW t Aewafaakx 

VWa .4r>w«aw\ eW r >iiyMMKpa af AM*a> aW 

Vitf m /WwixUart jUam u m /lad/W 
(Ne |\ ;>o|.|\j> {X. 



Fjoiliy and Instructional Staff 
Panicipatson 

To find out ouee iK»ui NSOPf 04 te to axnglcie 
the qeacitionnairr. vnit the Mudy wch ike aa httpeJ 
euf\tyviWQ.ed 

Faaalry and ituiruciiorul laaff wlectcd hx NSOPF 
will he ahlc to coniplcfc the mtervHW on the wch < 
Kepnning in Unuary 20(H If prcicrrcd. the qucu> 
naire may he lompfctod Ky idcgbonc with a pnifo 
iiDAjtty traitKd interviewer th*m RTI It nantarKC 
needed with accemn)* the qucMioAnaire oo the wel 
itte. or if (acuby and iituructioAal naff »nh t«> cor 
piece a telephone irwenww. they may call the N SO 
Hdf Dedc at l-.thf-NSWRAi 
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Why is the study being conducted? 

Thtf Scuifcnt AM S«uil>' (NPS.VC) 

n A Ut|^ natiitiul uinry of iindfri^Mujiir pMiuic 
%iw<icnt%. '*i(h A tpccuJ «>n htm they tiaaiKc chett 
cdiKAtuta j< difh-rctii t)iv% vl Inf(>rnu 4 i«in •% 

(olkxtcd from immuuom and »tudcnr« to get j ruonnal 
ptetute ot the Kacky^und of ittMcnn. ihcir cducMtooAl 
cme«. jmcHim ot Hjpporr, typirt of tiruncial amI. uu 

<knr kwm <kh«. ami « -Atninp from The SP^AS Mi#\vy 

rmih% Atv widely uicd hy tewAfehen to Mui>‘ whecha the 
ftnAiKtjl akI pt«igrAm% Arc Atic<|uMv |o naevt «iu«lcni 
Moetk Thine roulu nuy jAm> Ik ukcI by 0 >«igr<n» to inAkc 
ckanpin to the IvderAJ Mudetit )«»An And grAfM proi^amv 

Studenu who Arc hcpnmng iltcu ptMlnxomliry cducA* 
non Attmdsng a poinccondAry Khi>ol for the itnt umc 
will he yMif uf A tyteciii fMItm' o|t uudy in luhir^uenf )Kjrx 
TKtt will help m to luirn tnore ahimt tlw- ttudi-nn wKi» 
complete fhrir piwncctindAty cducAiton and the fsctiKt iKai 
H illuenoe that MHxn» 



'Khere cao I gi t 



jhtttn \PSA!Mt*» 



ff )«ni IsAiv yw iim dwnei 

At A iindy |waafBit. pfirnir rdl K 1 i i ItiKiiiHinnd kc>»ew 
OcurJ 9f or *cf!dim 

e nutl mn«i«e r*» 



ll lotfdnM or -ciVKerm die 

luniAis thr*»<{k»wtng 



John Rkcohooo 
RTJ NPSAS rtrriea thretf-t 
1 Hf^NTSA^iH 
I rtH 

jAiun Griffith 
NtLfiS l^fsz.Utbc<T 
I . »(Jj SQJ TV^ 



IfyoD hjvT Additional 
qucsTiont o# coocemt 
aboat the study, please 
conUi:! the NPSASdHk 
Project Director at RTI 
or the NC£$ Profcct 
Oflker listed on the 
hack of ihu pgimphlct. 



Vnet jstar esnocktn yav^trmww nr drr>(dN ham mme ahmii 
v*d* ntaai: 



Fur Htnrr inhaiuM>MMh^S pvhlKanum anct other 

I dtM Miim ii iiMnidiq tk* SUES' km ai . 

fitrr fi III n rd f i n^nd-iHniV 
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ts conductiitg ibc stiul)'? 

Hk- 2004 Nacionjl IVMaoroaiuy Scudrm Aid Sciniy 
lNrSAS:04) is cpoosofrd by ih« Uttpanixarm of Edur»* 
lions Nstionil Oncct for E«lu«M»on Sisimics (NCES) to 
iftic o4 Edticjtba Sckiifrs. Hir niMfy b cooductcd 

under roatrset by RTI loteriuisocul (RT1). a m>nf»fcdit 
mtarrh or]^:anuacioa locucd io North Caioiifu. 




Who 



» iododed in the stud)*^ 



NPSASc04 coosans of a sample of I20j000 studenu randoai< 
ly seiected from enroAment l»ts at about 1 .600 imtimibits 
in the 50 stales, the Oiiinrt of Columbia, and hjetto Rro. 



Mill ihe study be coodmlcdf 

Insticutbrn wcie inkidly eomatned be^Mininf^ b ^ring 
2005 to take pan in NP!!^S304. Be|*inmn^ in ipnog 2004. 
kunpled tcudenu will be compacted to cooifletc the wrb- 
bosrd interview. Students mar aocw the interview on the 
wvb at htt p s i/ /sur\Tyi.nefs.ed.gp v/np*W or br edlii^ (he 
NPSAS Help tVsk at 1-S66-NPSAS0.1 0^-677.2704). 

should I parlicipale? 

Paitidpaibn in this study u voluntary. Your paftiripatbo. 
however, it esaencul to mdunf> ibu study a sucecst. By par* 
liripating. you havr the opportunity (o hdp policymaketK 
rrtearchen. rounsdon. and others better understand and 
meet the tuafurul needs of pousecoodary students in the 
United Starct and INieno Rico. 

Iluw can I Participated 

\bu may complete the study in one of two ways: 
t. to( in to the web site at htipsi//%tin<ey rjsrr*.od.fm7 aptav . 
Once a the site, from the H&meft^M pa{y. enter your 
study ID and password, which are printed at the bottom 
of your NPSAS cover letter. If you need assbeanor widi 
accessing the <|ueitio(iiuiie on the web site, pleaue cdl the 
NTSAS Help Oc4i at 1-866-NPSAS04 (1-866^77-2:704) 
or contaa us via e-mail at apsas ^ttLorg . 

2. Complete the interview* over the phone. 

Ve eocouragf wrb coo^detbo but. d you prtfet you 
may complete the quentonnaire by telephone with a 
prolessbnaly train^ interviewer fmm RH. You may 
chooae to complete the imerv*iew w*hen our stad call or 
set an a^>otiMmenf for a later date. We will attempt (o 





identify a coovrnieat lime lo cal. Siudcnu may e-mal 
questions to RTI scaFT at npnst* itLoig or call the NPSAS 
Mdp Desk ai I -866-NTSASOt (|.866-6''7.27(H) widi 
best limes to do the interview. 



Hotv Long will this lake? 

On awnge. you should cocnplefe esther the seil-admiab- 
letrd we(^b«ed queMiooruire or the intemewfer-adminb- 
leicd telephone inienirw in abour 25 minutes. Web inter- 
view lime may vary depending on your Iniefuec cotuiectbn 
speed. If you do not have acetia (o a computer with a 
fast coonraion. you may prefer to oil the Help iVsk 
to complete the interview by teiepbooe. 

WUI my aaswrrt be kept CofiJldcUtlCll? 

Your answers nuy be used ody Ibr suibiscal purposes and 
may not be dbclosed. or used, in idetudiable form lor any 
ocher purpose except as required by law The answers that 
you provide are compiled with the responses from other 
midenis and reported to the general public in naiiitical 
form. The graphs ut thu brochure are good examples of how 
data air reported. 



The ibUowing procrduivs have been implemented to ensure 

the cooBdemialuy of your responses: 

• Your aonvTfs are secured behind firrw'alh arsi air 
encrypted during Internet iransmbsion using Secure 
Sockets Layer <5^) protocol. All data eouy modules are 
password piotected and rrquue the user to log in before 
accessing cocifidentul data. 

• Pioicrt uafi naa>* be severely fined or imptboned for 
disclosure of individual responses. 

• Cocifidemiahty proceduies are reviewed and approved 
by R1Ts Insiituiional Review Board (Commiicee for 
Piotectioo of Human Subjects). 



flow can 



Results? 



Publscationa from previous studies are curremly available 
from the NCES web sbe at Kiip ;y/nfe«.ed.gov/wirv Tys/iysaiy. 



Reports can be downloaded or ordered at no charge. 
Current talcs of imctcsi indude the foUowing; 

SttUrnt Bdmttw !999~2000 

(NCES 2002-I6/) 



SnUmf Ftmivtug «f Ciwidbar/ dtU FtrshPrtfmwu! 
1999-2000 (^^CJcS 2002-166) 



\V/ ^ w ^ have we learned from prior NPSA.S 
W rJCil »iudic»? 

The foiowuDg air estimates based on inforinjiion from 
50.<XX> undergraduates. I I.OOO graduates, and 1.000 ftm- 
professronil uudems enrolled at approximately 1.000 port- 
secondary tnstitulions duni^ the 1 999 2000 academic >ras. 

• Fifty-five percent of undergraduate* (about 9.2 milioa) 
tecetved some type of tinancial aid. awraging $6,265. 

* About (WO cut of five undergraduates (59 pesccM) 
remwd some type of federal aid. averaging $5,230. 

.\vmge amoucu* of wlcnnl lypes of aid for undrrjradujie*: 
1999-2000 



Aid 

G«ws» 

lem 

WcAiaiir 

nus 






Aftf Aid 
GnaOi 




wKHifii. kImimJ lyp.. .id fm fftdime 
«xl nn.'pn4'.«f)CfuJ MudriMt: 199!^ 2000 

■■ il3.m 
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Appendix F. Contacting Materiais 



NSOPF:04 

Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of 
State Coiieges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Councii on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 

Association of American 
Colieges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colieges and Universities 

Career Coliege Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of 
Teaching 

College and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 

National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



LEAD LETTER TO FACULTY 

<DATE> 



<FACULTY NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 

Dear Colleague, 

I am writing to ask you to participate in an important study about postsecondary faculty 
and instructional staff in the United States. Specifically, I would like you to complete a 
questionnaire over the Internet about your background and work experiences at 
<INSTITUTION NAME>. You were selected as part of a nationally representative sample 
of faculty and instructional staff to take part in the fourth cycle of the National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF). RTI International (RTI) of North Carolina is conducting 
this cycle of the study for the U.S. Department of Education. Your participation, while 
voluntary, is critical to the study’s success. On average, the questionnaire takes about 30 
minutes to complete. 

Your responses will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted during Internet 
transmission. All identifying information is maintained in a separate file for follow-up 
purposes only. Your responses may be used only for statistical purposes and may not be 
disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose, except as required by law. 

We have enclosed a pamphlet that answers common questions about the study, and 
contains additional information on laws protecting your confidentiality. 

To respond to the questionnaire over the Internet: 

• Go to: https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/nsopf/ 

• Type the study ID and password (see below) on the FIome/Login page, and 

• Press “Enter” or click “Login” to begin the questionnaire. 

To respond to the questionnaire by telephone with one of our trained interviewers, or ask 
questions about the study: 

• Call 1-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304). 

If you complete the questionnaire by <DATE>, you may choose to receive either a $30 
check or gift certificate from Amazon.com as a token of our appreciation. 

If you have questions or comments regarding the study, you may contact the RTI Project 
Director, Dr. Maggie Cahalan, at 1-866-676-7304 (e-mail address: nsopf@rti.org ) or the 
NCES Project Officer, Linda Zimbler, at 1-202-502—7481 (e-mail address: 
Linda.Zimbler@ed.gov ). 

Sincerely, 



C. Dennis Carroll, Ph.D. 
Associate Commissioner 
Postsecondary Studies Division 

Enclosures 



Go to: https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf/ 
Your study ID: 

Your password: 
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How TO Complete the 
NSOPF:04 QUESTIONNAIRE 

As a thank you from the U.S. Department of Education, if you complete the 
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 2004 (NSOPF:04) questionnaire by 
<DATE>, you will receive either a $30 check or gift certificate from Amazon.com 
(your choice). Your participation is very important to the success of NSOPF:04. 



To complete the self-directed web questionnaire: 

1. Go to: https://survevs.nces.ed.Rov/nsopf/ 

2. At the login and password prompts, enter the study ID and password 
printed in the lower right of the attached letter. 

3. Press “Enter” or click “Login” to begin the questionnaire. 

You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete 
the self-directed web version. If you need assistance in completing the web 
questionnaire or would like to complete the questionnaire over the phone, please 
call our Help Desk at 1-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304) for assistance. 

While you may complete the NSOPF web questionnaire throughout the data 
collection period, we will begin calling sample members to complete the 
interview over the phone starting <DATE>. 



For more information about this study visit the web site at: 

https://survevs.nces.ed.Rov/nsopf/ 



According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of 
information unless such collection displays a valid 0MB control number. The valid 0MB control number 
for this information collection is 1850-0608. The time required to complete this information collection is 
estimated to average 30 minutes per response, including the time to review instructions, search existing 
data resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collection. If you have 
any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or suggestions for improving this form, 
please write to: U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202-4651. If you have comments or 
concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: Linda Zimbler, 
National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, 1990 K Street, NW, Room 8123, 
Washington, DC 20006-5652. 
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INITIAL E-MAIL 

E-mail Subject line: U.S. Department of Education Study 
Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague, 

You have been randomly selected to participate in the fourth cycle of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:04) that is being conducted on behalf of the United States Department of Education. We are requesting that 
you complete a questionnaire over the Internet using the secure study ID and password listed below. Participation in 
the study is voluntary; however, to ensure that the study represents the range of postsecondary faculty and 
instructional staff in the United States, the participation of each person selected in the sample is critical to the 
study’s success. 

To find out more about the study, click the link below. To respond to the questionnaire over the Internet, log in 
using your study ID and password: 

https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/nsopf/ 

Study ID: 

Password: 

You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. 

The U.S. Department of Education has contracted with RTI International, an independent non-profit research 
organization, to conduct the study. To respond to the questionnaire by telephone or ask questions about the study, 
please call the RTI help desk at: 

1-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304) 

As a small token of our appreciation, if you complete the questionnaire by <DATE>, you may choose to receive 
either a $30 check or a $30 gift certificate from Amazon.com. 

Your responses may be used only for statistical purposes and may not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for 
any other purpose, except as required by law. Your responses will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted 
during Internet transmission. On average, the questionnaire takes about 30 minutes to complete. To learn more 
about the study and the laws protecting your confidentiality, please click on the link above. 

Thank you in advance for your participation in this important study. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U. S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 

NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 

Note: To ensure that as many sample members as possible receive this message, we also have sent printed materials 
to you via U.S. mail. All the information in the printed materials also is available through the web site listed above. 
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EARLY RESPONSE DEADLINE REMINDER LETTER 

<DATE> 



NSOPF:04 

Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of 
State Coiieges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Councii on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 

Association of American 
Colieges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colieges and Universities 

Career Coliege Association 



<FACULTY NAME> 
<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 

Dear Colleague: 



We are writing to urge your eompletion of the questionnaire for the National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF), sponsored by the U. S. Department of Education. As indicated 
previously, you were randomly selected for participation in this nationally representative sample 
of faculty and instructional staff 

At a time of rapid change in postsecondary education, NSOPF will provide critical updated 
information on the characteristics, workload and career paths of faculty and instructional staff in 
the United States. To adequately represent the full range of faculty and instmctional staff 
throughout the nation, all persons having any full- or part-time instructional duties, or having 
faculty status in the fall of 2003, are eligible for inclusion. The participation of each individual 
selected is critical to the study’s success. 

To access the questionnaire on the web or to obtain more information about the study, go to 
https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf and log in using your 



The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of 
Teaching 

College and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 



Study ID: 

Password: 

You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. 
If you need help accessing the web or if you prefer to complete the questionnaire by telephone, 
please call the RTI Help Desk at 1-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304). If you do not wish to 
receive an additional reminder e-mail message regarding this early-response incentive, you may 
call the number listed above and request to be removed from the mailing list. The U.S. 
Department of Education has contracted with RTI International, an independent non-profit 
research organization, to conduct the study. Whether by web or telephone, we urge you to 
complete the questionnaire promptly. If you complete the questionnaire by <DATE>, you may 
choose to receive either a $30 check or a $30 gift certificate from Amazon.com. 

On average, the questionnaire takes about 30 minutes to complete. Your responses may be used 
only for statistical purposes and may not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other 
purpose, except as required by law. Your responses will be secured behind firewalls and will be 
encrypted during Internet transmission. To learn more about the study and the laws protecting 
your confidentiality, please go to the web address listed above. 



National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we 
would like to thank you in advance for your participation in this very important study. 

Sincerely, 



C^L/y) clLu 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 









Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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FIRST FOLLOW-UP E-MAIL 

E-mail Subject line: U.S. Department of Education Study Reminder 
Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague, 

We are writing to urge your timely completion of the questionnaire for the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF). As indicated in our previous correspondence, you were selected as part of a nationally representative 
sample for this major U.S. Department of Education study. 

We are keenly aware of how busy faculty and instructional staff are, which is why we developed a web version of 
the questionnaire as a convenient way to participate in this important study. If you complete the questionnaire by 
<DATE>, you may elect to receive either a $30 check or a gift certificate from Amazon.com as a token of our 
appreciation. 

To find out more about the study, click the link below. To respond to the questionnaire over the Internet, log in 
using your study ID and password: 

https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf/ 

Study ID: 

Password: 

You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. 

The Department of Education has contracted with an independent non-profit research organization, RTI, 
International, to conduct the study. If you need help completing the survey on the web or you prefer to complete the 
survey by telephone, please call the RTI Help Desk at I-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304). Thank you again for 
your participation in this important study. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U. S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 

NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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SECOND REMINDER E-MAIL 



Subject: U.S. Department of Education Study Follow-up Reminder 
Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague: 

We are writing to urge your completion of the questionnaire for the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF), sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education. As indicated previously, you were randomly selected for 
participation in this nationally representative sample of faculty and instructional staff 

At a time of rapid change in postsecondary education, NSOPF will provide critical updated information on the 
characteristics, workload and career paths of faculty and instructional staff in the United States. To adequately 
represent the full range of faculty and instructional staff throughout the nation, all persons having any full- or part- 
time instructional duties, or having faculty status in the fall of 2003, are eligible for inclusion. The participation of 
each individual selected is critical to the study’s success. 

To access the questionnaire on the web or to obtain more information about the study, go to 
https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf and log in using your 
Study ID: 

Password: 

You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. If you need help 
accessing the web or if you prefer to complete the questionnaire by telephone, please call the RTI Help Desk at 1- 
866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304). If you do not wish to receive an additional reminder e-mail message regarding 
this early-response incentive, you may call the number listed above and request to be removed from the mailing list. 
The U.S. Department of Education has contracted with RTI International, an independent non-profit research 
organization, to conduct the study. 

Whether by web or telephone, we urge you to complete the questionnaire promptly. If you complete the 
questionnaire by <DATE>, you may choose to receive either a $30 check or a $30 gift certificate from 
Amazon.com. 

On average, the questionnaire takes about 30 minutes to complete. Your responses may be used only for statistical 
purposes and may not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose, except as required by law. 
Your responses will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted during Internet transmission. To learn more 
about the study and the laws protecting your confidentiality, please go to the web address listed above. 

On behalf of the U.S. Department of Education, we would like to thank you in advance for your participation in this 
very important study. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 

NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 



Note: To ensure that as many sample members as possible receive this message, we also have sent printed materials 
to you via U.S. mail. 
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THIRD REMINDER E-MAIL 

Subject: U.S. Dept, of Ed. Study Early-response Period Ends After <DATE> 

Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague: 

This message is only intended to be a gentle reminder to you that the early-response period for the National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) is drawing near. We are pleased to report that about 50 percent of faculty and 
instructional staff invited to participate along with you have already completed the questionnaire online. Flowever, 
to adequately represent the entire range of faculty and instructional staff in the nation, we need at least 80 percent of 
the sample to complete the survey. We hope you will find the time to participate in the study soon. As a small token 
of our appreciation, if you complete the questionnaire by <DATE>, you may choose to receive either a $30 check or 
a $30 gift certificate from Amazon.com. 

To access the questionnaire on the web or to obtain more information about the study, go to 
https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/nsopf and log in using your 
Study ID: 

Password: 

You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. Please be assured 
that your responses will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted during Internet transmission. If you need 
help accessing the web or if you prefer to complete the questionnaire by telephone, please call our Help Desk at 1- 
866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304). If you do not wish to receive additional reminder e-mail messages, you may call 
the number listed above and request to be removed from the mailing list. 

Thank you in advance for your participation in this very important study. Your participation is so very critical to its 
success. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U. S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 

NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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NONRESPONSE LETTER 



NSOPF:04 
Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of 
State Coiieges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Councii on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 



<DATE> 

<FACULTY NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 



Dear Colleague, 

The National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) needs your help in order to portray an 
accurate picture of the nation’s postsecondary educators. We hope that with the end of the school 
year, your schedule will allow time for you to complete the NSOPF questionnaire. As someone 
who plays a cmcial role in education, we are sure you can appreciate the importance of having an 
adequate representation of the diversity of the nation’s faculty and instructional staff This U.S. 
Department of Education sponsored study will provide critical information on the background 
characteristics, workloads, and career paths of faculty and instructors in postsecondary institutions. 
Your experiences and opinions are very important to the success of this study. 



Association of American 
Colieges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colieges and Universities 

Career Coliege Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of 
Teaching 

College and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 

National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



As a token of our appreciation for completing the questionnaire, we would like to send you either a 
$30 check or gift certificate from Amazon.com. 

Because we are keenly aware of how busy you are, we have developed a web version of the 
questionnaire as a convenient way for you to participate. You will need to use Internet Explorer or 
Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. To access the questionnaire on the web or 
to obtain more information about the study, go to https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf and log in 
using your 

Study ID: 

Password: 

All of your answers will be completely confidential and will not be released in any form that could 
lead to your identification. Your answers will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted 
during Internet transmission. All identifying information is maintained in a separate file, and will 
never be linked to answers you provide. 

If you need help completing the questionnaire on the web or if you prefer to participate by 
telephone, we have a staff of professional interviewers available to assist you at 1-866-NSOPF04 
(1-866-676-7304). Your name was randomly selected from a list that <INSTITUTION NAME> 
provided us of its fall 2003 faculty and instructional staff. If you were not employed at this 
institution in the fall, we would greatly appreciate it if you would contact us at the above number 
and let us know this information. 



On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we 
would like to thank you in advance for your participation in this very important study. 



Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 









Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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NONRESPONSE E-MAIL 



E-mail Subject line: U.S. Department of Education Study - need your response 
Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague, 

The National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) needs your help in order to portray an accurate picture of 
the nation's postsecondary educators. We hope that with the end of the school year, your schedule will allow time 
for you to complete the NSOPF questionnaire. As someone who plays a crucial role in education, we are sure you 
can appreciate the importance of having an adequate representation of the diversity of the nation's faculty and 
instructional staff. This U.S. Department of Education sponsored study will provide critical information on the 
background characteristics, workloads, and career paths of faculty and instructors in postsecondary institutions. 
Your experiences and opinions are very important to the success of this study. 

As a token of our appreciation for completing the questionnaire, we would like to send you either a $30 check or 
gift certificate from Amazon.com. 

Because we are keenly aware of how busy you are, we have developed a web version of the questionnaire as a 
convenient way for you to participate. You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to 
complete the web version. 

To access the questionnaire on the web or to obtain more information about the study, go to 
https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/nsopf and log in using your 
Study ID: 

Password: 

All of your answers will be completely confidential and will not be released in any form that could lead to your 
identification. Your answers will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted during Internet transmission. All 
identifying information is maintained in a separate file, and will never be linked to answers you provide. 

If you need help completing the questionnaire on the web or if you prefer to participate by telephone, we have a 
staff of professional interviewers available to assist you at 1-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304). Your name was 
randomly selected from a list that <INSTITUTION NAME> provided us of its fall 2003 faculty and instructional 
staff If you were not employed at this institution in the fall, we would greatly appreciate it if you would contact us 
at the above number and let us know this information. 

On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we would like to thank 
you in advance for your participation in this very important study. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 

NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 



Note: To ensure that as many sample members as possible receive this message, we also have sent this to you via 
U.S. mail. 
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SECOND NONRESPONSE LETTER 



NSOPF:04 

Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of 
State Coiieges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Councii on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for 
institutionai Research 

Association of American 
Colieges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colieges and Universities 

Career Coilege 
Association 

The Carnegie 
Foundation for the 
Advancement of 
Teaching 

College and University 
Professional Association 
for Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate 
Schools 

The Council of 
Independent Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in 
Higher Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges 
and Universities 

National Association of 
State Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



<DATE> 

<FACULTY NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 



Dear Colleague, 

We are writing again to request your partieipation in the National Study of Postseeondary Faeulty 
(NSOPF:04). We hope that with the end of the sehool year, your sehedule will now allow time for 
you to partieipate in the study. The U.S. Department of Edueation needs your help in order to 
portray an aecurate pieture of the nation’s postseeondary edueators. 

Your expert enees and opinions are very important to the sueeess of this study, and will provide 
eritieal information on the baekground eharaeteristies, workloads, and eareer paths of faeulty and 
instruetors in postseeondary institutions. Your name was randomly seleeted from a list of fall 2003 
faeulty and instruetional staff at <INSTITUTION NAME>. If you were not employed in this 
eapaeity at this institution in the fall of 2003, we would greatly appreeiate it if you would eontaet us 
at the number below so that we may eorreet our database. 

As a token of our appreeiation for eompleting the questionnaire, we would like to send you either a 
$30 eheek or gift eertifieate from Amazon.eom. The web version of the questionnaire has been 
designed as a eonvenient way for you to partieipate in the study as your schedule allows. You will 
need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. If you need 
help completing the questionnaire on the web or if you prefer to participate by telephone, we have a 
staff of professional interviewers available to assist you at 1-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304). 

To access the questionnaire on the web or to obtain more information about the study, go to 
https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/nsopf and log in using your 
Study ID: 

Password: 

All of your answers will be completely confidential and will not be released in any form that could 
lead to your identification. Your answers will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted 
during Internet transmission. All identifying information is maintained in a separate file and will 
never be linked to answers you provide. 



On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we would 
like to thank you in advance for your participation in this very important study. 



Sincerely, 

C^L/y) clLu 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 









Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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SECOND NONRESPONSE E-MAIL 



E-mail Subject line: U.S. Department of Education Study - picture of postsecondary educators 
Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague, 

We are writing again to request your participation in the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). We 
hope that with the end of the school year, your schedule will now allow time for you to participate in the study. The 
U.S. Department of Education needs your help in order to portray an accurate picture of the nation’s postsecondary 
educators. 

Your experiences and opinions are very important to the success of this study, and will provide critical information 
on the background characteristics, workloads, and career paths of faculty and instructors in postsecondary 
institutions. Your name was randomly selected from a list of fall 2003 faculty and instructional staff at 
<INSTITUTION NAME>. If you were not employed in this capacity at this institution in the fall of 2003, we would 
greatly appreciate it if you would contact us at the number below so that we may correct our database. 

As a token of our appreciation for completing the questionnaire, we would like to send you either a $30 check or 
gift certificate from Amazon.com. The web version of the questionnaire has been designed as a convenient way for 
you to participate in the study as your schedule allows. You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your 
browser to complete the web version. If you need help completing the questionnaire on the web or if you prefer to 
participate by telephone, we have a staff of professional interviewers available to assist you at 1-866-NSOPF04 (1- 
866-676-7304). 

To access the questionnaire on the web or to obtain more information about the study, go to 
https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf/ and log in using your 
Study ID: 

Password: 

All of your answers will be completely confidential and will not be released in any form that could lead to your 
identification. Your answers will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted during Internet transmission. All 
identifying information is maintained in a separate file and will never be linked to answers you provide. 

On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we would like to thank 
you in advance for your participation in this very important study. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 

NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 



Note: To ensure that as many sample members as possible receive this message, we also have sent this to you via 
U.S. mail. 
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REFUSAL NONRESPONSE LETTER 



NSOPF:04 

Endorsed by 

American Association 
for Higher Education 

American Association 
of Coliegiate Registrars 
and Admissions 
Officers 

American Association 
of Community Coileges 

American Association 
of State Coileges and 
Universities 

American Association 
of University Professors 

American Council on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for 
Institutional Research 

Association of 
American Colleges and 
Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colleges and 
Universities 

Career College 
Association 

The Carnegie 
Foundation for the 
Advancement of 
Teaching 

College and University 
Professional 
Association for Human 
Resources 

The College Board 

The College 
Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate 
Schools 

The Council of 
Independent Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and 
Universities 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in 
Higher Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges 
and Universities 

National Association of 
State Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



<DATE> 

<FACULTY NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 

Dear Colleague, 

We are writing to request your partieipation in the 2004 National Study of Postseeondary Faeulty 
(NSOPF). We understand you may have some reluetanee to partieipate given the many demands 
that are plaeed on your time. Flowever we would like to share some key information about the study 
in order to ensure that you are aware of the importanee of this researeh effort for the U.S. 
Department of Edueation and the impaet of your partieipation on the sueeess of the study. 

NSOPF:04 is the third in a series of studies designed to eapture the expert enees of a wide variety of 
postseeondary faeulty and instruetional staff by providing eritieal information on their baekground 
eharaeteristies, workloads, and eareer paths. Beeause you have been seientifieally seleeted to 
represent thousands of other postseeondary staff, your experienees and opinions are key to the 
sueeess of this study. Your answers will help researehers and poliey makers respond to issues that 
directly affect the quality of education in postseeondary institutions. 

As a token of our appreciation for completing the questionnaire, we would like to send you either a 
$30 check or gift certificate from Amazon.com. The web version of the questionnaire has been 
designed as a convenient way for you to participate in the study as your schedule allows. You will 
need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your browser to complete the web version. If you need 
help completing the questionnaire on the web or if you prefer to participate by telephone, we have a 
staff of professional interviewers available to assist you at 1-866-NSOPF04 (1-866-676-7304). 

To access the questiormaire on the web or to obtain more information about the study, go to 
https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf and log in using your 
Study ID: 

Password: 

All of your answers will be completely confidential and will not be released in any form that could 
lead to your identification. Your answers will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted 
during Internet transmission. All identifying information is maintained in a separate file and will 
never be linked to answers you provide. Your name was randomly selected from a list of fall 2003 
faculty and instructional staff at <IN STITUTION NAME>. If you were not employed in this 
capacity at this institution in the fall, we would greatly appreciate it if you would contact us at the 
number above and let us know so that we may correct our database. 

Thank you for considering this very important study. Your participation is critical to its ultimate 
success. 



Sincerely, 



Lry} ' 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 









Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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REFUSAL NONRESPONSE E-MAIL 



E-mail Subject line: U.S. Department of Education Study - requests your response 
Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague, 

We are writing to request your participation in the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF). We 
understand you may have some reluctance to participate given the many demands that are placed on your time. 
Flowever we would like to share some key information about the study in order to ensure that you are aware of the 
importance of this research effort for the U.S. Department of Education and the impact of your participation on the 
success of the study. 

NSOPF :04 is the third in a series of studies designed to capture the experiences of a wide variety of postsecondary 
faculty and instructional staff by providing critical information on their background characteristics, workloads, and 
career paths. Because you have been scientifically selected to represent thousands of other postsecondary staff, your 
experiences and opinions are key to the success of this study. Your answers will help researchers and policy makers 
respond to issues that directly affect the quality of education in postsecondary institutions. 

As a token of our appreciation for completing the questionnaire, we would like to send you either a $30 check or 
gift certificate from Amazon.com. The web version of the questionnaire has been designed as a convenient way for 
you to participate in the study as your schedule allows. You will need to use Internet Explorer or Netscape as your 
browser to complete the web version. If you need help completing the questionnaire on the web or if you prefer to 
participate by telephone, we have a staff of professional interviewers available to assist you at 1-866-NSOPF04 (1- 
866-676-7304). 

To access the questionnaire on the web or to obtain more information about the study, go to 
https://survevs.nces.ed.gOv/nsopf// and log in using your 
Study ID: 

Password: 

All of your answers will be completely confidential and will not be released in any form that could lead to your 
identification. Your answers will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted during Internet transmission. All 
identifying information is maintained in a separate file and will never be linked to answers you provide. 

Your name was randomly selected from a list of fall 2003 faculty and instructional staff at <INSTITUTION 
NAME>. If you were not employed in this capacity at this institution in the fall, we would greatly appreciate it if 
you would contact us at the number above and let us know so that we may correct our database. 

Thank you in advance for your participation in this very important study. Your participation is critical to its ultimate 
success. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 

NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 



Note: To ensure that as many sample members as possible receive this message, we also have sent this to you via 
U.S. mail. 
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EARLY SEPTEMBER NONRESPONDENTS LETTER 



NSOPF:04 

Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of 
State Coiieges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Councii on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 

Association of American 
Colieges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colieges and Universities 

Career Coliege Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of 
Teaching 

College and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 

National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 

National Education 
Association 



<DATE> 

<FACULTY NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 



Dear Colleague, 

As we approach the end of data collection for the 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF), the U.S. Department of Education wants to ensure 
that all faculty and instructional staff employed in the 2003 Fall Term are well 
represented in the study. It is important that you are counted so that we have an 
accurate representation of the diversity and experience of our nation’s postsecondary 
educators. 

In fact, your participation is so critical to the success of the study that we have created 
an abbreviated version of the questionnaire. The current questionnaire takes about 
10 minutes to complete. We hope that this reduced time requirement will allow those 
of you with more demanding schedules to participate in this important study and 
represent others with similar time constraints. 

We still offer two convenient ways to participate. You can visit our web site to answer 
these questions online in the privacy of your home or office. If you prefer to respond 
by phone, you can call 1-866-NSOPF04, a toll-free number. To participate or to learn 
more about the study, log in with the ID and password provided below. 

https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf 
Study ID: 

Password: 



If you complete the questionnaire by September 30, 2004, we will send you either 
a $30 check or $30 gift certificate from Amazon.com, as a token of our 
appreciation. Your responses will be kept confidential, will be encrypted during 
Internet transmission, and will be secured behind firewalls. All identifying information 
is maintained in a separate file and will never be linked to answers you provide. 

On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of 
Education, we would like to thank you for your consideration of this important study. 



Sincerely, 




tryv\- 






Einda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 









Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 



EARLY SEPTEMBER NONRESPONDENTS E-MAIL 
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Subject: Abbreviated version of U.S. Department of Education Study 
Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague, 

As we approach the end of data collection for the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF), the U.S. 
Department of Education wants to ensure that all faculty and instructional staff employed in the 2003 Fall Term are 
well represented in the study. It is important that you are counted so that we have an accurate representation of the 
diversity and experience of our nation’s postsecondary educators. 

In fact, your participation is so critical to the success of the study that we extended the deadline and have created an 
abbreviated version of the questionnaire. 

The current questionnaire takes about 10 minutes to complete. We hope that this reduced time requirement will 
allow those of you with more demanding schedules to participate in this important study and represent others with 
similar time constraints. 

We still offer two convenient ways to participate. You can visit our web site to answer these questions online in the 
privacy of your home or office. If you prefer to respond by phone, you can call 1-866-NSOPF04, a toll-free number. 
To participate or to learn more about the study, log in with the ID and password provided below. 

https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf 
Study ID: 

Password: 

If you complete the questionnaire by October 5, 2004, we will send you either a $30 check or $30 gift certificate 
from Amazon.com, as a token of our appreciation. Your responses will be kept confidential, will be encrypted 
during Internet transmission, and will be secured behind firewalls. All identifying information is maintained in a 
separate file and will never be linked to answers you provide. 

On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we would like to thank 
you for your consideration of this important study. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 

NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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FINAL REMINDER E-MAIL 



Subject: Final Reminder and Deadline Extension for U.S. Department of Education Study 
Attention: <NAME> 

Dear Colleague, 

This final communication to you is to let you know that we have extended the deadline for the 2004 National Study 
of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) through Tuesday, October 5, 2004. We are extending data collection to achieve 
a higher response rate. While 75 percent of all eligible sample members have completed the questionnaire, we want 
to make sure that we have the most accurate representation of our nation’s postsecondary educators. Your 
participation is critical in helping us achieve this goal. Please take 10 minutes out of your busy schedule to complete 
the questionnaire. 

As a reminder, we still offer two convenient ways to participate. You can visit our website to answer these questions 
online in the privacy of your home or office. If you prefer to respond by phone, you can call 1-866-NSOPF04, a 
toll-free number. To participate or to learn more about the study, log in with the Study ID and password provided 
below. 



https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf/ 

Study ID: 

Password: 

If you complete the 10 minute questionnaire, we will send you either a $30 check or $30 gift certificate from 
Amazon.com, as a token of our appreciation. Your responses will be kept confidential, will be encrypted during 
Internet transmission, and will be secured behind firewalls. All identifying information is maintained in a separate 
file and will never be linked to answers you provide. 

On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we would like to thank 
you for your consideration of this important study. 



Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 

Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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REFUSALS MAY NOT BE ELIGIBLE LETTER 



NSOPF:04 

Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 



<FACULTY NAME> 
<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 

Dear Colleague, 



<DATE> 



American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of 
State Coiieges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Councii on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 

Association of American 
Colieges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colieges and Universities 

Career Coliege Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of 
Teaching 

College and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 



We recently contacted you about an important study for the U.S. Department of Education called 
the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF). As the end of the study draws near, we 
are writing to request that you take a few minutes to help us accurately document the records for 
<INSTITUTION NAME>. 

While we respect your decision should you ultimately choose not to participate in this study, we 
have found that other faculty who initially decline to complete the interview do so because they 
believe they are not eligible to participate based on the sample design. NSOPF is designed to be 
a comprehensive source of information, encompassing the experiences of many diverse 
postsecondary staff, including part-time and full-time faculty and instructional staff, and even 
adjunct staff who provide instruction to students. In order to ensure that the data for this study 
are as complete and accurate as possible, we would appreciate it if you could help us determine 
your eligibility for this study by answering just three short questions. 

• Were you employed by <INSTITUTION NAME> during the 2003 Fall Term? 

• During the 2003 Fall Term at <INSTITUTION NAME>, did you have faculty status as 
defined by that institution? 

• Did you have any instructional duties at <INSTITUTION NAME> during the 2003 Fall 
Term (such as teaching students in one or more credit or noncredit courses, advising or 
supervising students' academic activities)? 



The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 



We understand that faculty and instructional staff lead very busy lives, so we offer two 
convenient ways to participate. You can visit our web site to answer these questions online in the 
privacy of your home or office. If you prefer to respond by phone, you can call 1-866-NSOPF04, 
a toll-free number. For more information about the study, login with the ID and password 
provided below. 

https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf 
Study ID: 

Password: 

If you are eligible for the study and choose to complete the questionnaire, we would like to send 
you either a $30 check or gift certificate from Amazon.com. Your responses are very important 
to the success of this study and will be kept completely confidential. Your answers will be 
secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted during Internet transmission. All identifying 
information is maintained in a separate file and will never be linked to answers you provide. 



National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 



On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we 
would like to thank you for your consideration of this important study. 



Sincerely, 



National Education 
Association 



Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 









Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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PARTIALS MAY NOT BE ELIGIBLE LETTER 



NSOPF:04 

Endorsed by 

American Association for 
Higher Education 

American Association of 
Coliegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers 

American Association of 
Community Colieges 

American Association of 
State Coiieges and 
Universities 

American Association of 
University Professors 

American Councii on 
Education 

American Federation of 
Teachers 

Association for institutionai 
Research 

Association of American 
Colieges and Universities 

Association of Catholic 
Colieges and Universities 

Career Coliege Association 

The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of 
Teaching 

College and University 
Professional Association for 
Human Resources 

The College Board 

The College Fund/UNCF 

Council of Graduate Schools 

The Council of Independent 
Colleges 

Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities 

National Association of 
College and University 
Business Officers 

National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher 
Education 

National Association of 
Independent Colleges and 
Universities 



<DATE> 

<FACULTY NAME> 

<ADDR 1> 

<ADDR 2> 

<CITY STATE ZIP> 



Dear Colleague, 

In reviewing the data for the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF), we observed 
that some faculty and instructional staff only answered the first one or two questions. We have 
also received reports from sample members who could not participate because they had 
difficulty completing the study on the web or did not complete the study because they believed 
they were not eligible to participate based on the initial questions. 

As the end of the study draws near, we are writing to clarify the eligibility criteria for the study 
and to request that you help us accurately document the records for <INSTITUTION NAME>. 
To that end, we would appreciate it if you would take a few minutes to answer just three short 
questions that will help us determine your eligibility for this study. 

• Were you employed by <INSTITUTION NAME> during the 2003 Fall Term? 

• During the 2003 Fall Term at <INSTITUTION NAME>, did you have faculty status as 
defined by that institution? 

• Did you have any instructional duties at <INSTITUTION NAME> during the 2003 Fall 
Term (such as teaching students in one or more credit or noncredit courses, advising or 
supervising students' academic activities)? 

We understand that faculty and instructional staff lead very busy lives, so we offer two 
convenient ways to participate. You can visit our web site to answer these questions online in 
the privacy of your home or office. If you prefer to respond by phone, you can call 1-866- 
NSOPF04, a toll-free number. For more information about the study, login with the ID and 
password provided below. 

https://survevs.nces.ed.gov/nsopf 
Study ID: 

Password: 

If you are eligible for the study and choose to complete the questionnaire, we would like to send 
you either a $30 check or gift certificate from Amazon.com, as a token of our appreciation. 

Your responses are very important to the success of this study and will be kept completely 
confidential. Your answers will be secured behind firewalls and will be encrypted during 
Internet transmission. All identifying information is maintained in a separate file and will never 
be linked to answers you provide. 



National Association of State 
Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges 

National Association of 
Student Financial Aid 
Administrators 



On behalf of the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, we 
would like to thank you for your consideration of this important study. 



Sincerely, 



National Education 
Association 



C^L/y) clLu 

Linda Zimbler 

NSOPF Project Officer 

U.S. Department of Education 









Margaret Cahalan, Ph.D. 
NSOPF Project Director 
RTI International 
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9;00a-9;30a 

9:30a-9;45a 

9;45a-10:25a 

10:25a-10;40a 

10:40a-10:55a 

10;55a-12:25p 

12:25p-l:00p 

l;00p-2:00p 

2:00p-2:30p 

2:30p-3:30p 

3;30p-3:45p 

3:45p-4:45p 

4;45p-5:45p 

5:45p-6;00p 

l;00p-l;15p 

l;15p-2:00p 

2:00p-2:20p 

2;20p-3:05p 

3;05p-3:20p 

3:20p-3:50p 

3:50p-5;00p 



NSOPF:04 Telephone Interviewer Training Agenda 
Day 1 - Saturday, February 28, 2004 

Welcome and Introduction (30 min) 

Confidentiality (15 min) 

Demonstration Mock (40 min) 

Small group discussion of survey/FAQs (15 min) 

Break (15 min) 

Q X Q Review (90 min) 

Lunch Break (35 min) 

Round Robin Mock #1 (60 min) 

Open-Ended Coding Practice (30 min) 

Refusal Avoidance/Conversion (60min) 

Break (15 min) 

Contacting/Locating/Front-End (60 min) 

Round Robin Mock #2 (60 min) 

FAQ Review 

Day 2 - Sunday, February 29, 2004 

FAQ Review (Oral Quiz) (15 min) 

Written Exercises (45 min) 

Written Open-Ended Coding Exercise (20 min) 

Additional Contacting/Eocating Practice for new TIs (45 min) 
Break (15 min) 

FAQ Certification (30 min) 

Certification Interviews (70 min) 
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Additional Training (on interviewers’ first shift after training): 
Finish coding exercise (20 min) 

Individual Mock Interview (30 min) 
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Interviewer Training Manual 
Table of Contents 



Page 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 1-1 

1.1 What is the National Study of Postseeondary Faeulty (NSOPF:04)? 1-1 

1.2 What is the Purpose ofNSOPF:04? 1-2 

1 .3 Who Will You Be Interviewing? 1-3 

1.4 What is New for NSOPF:04? 1-3 

1.5 Data Collection Schedule 1-5 

1 .6 Proj ect Staff 1-6 

2.0 GENERAL INTERVIEWING TECHNIQUES 2-1 

2.1 Overview 2-1 

2.2 Best Practices in Conducting the Interview 2-2 

2.2.1 Asking the Questions 2-2 

2.2.2 Using Eeedback 2-5 

2.2.3 Recording Responses Accurately 2-6 

2.2.4 Use of Judgment in Coding 2-7 

2.3 Web-Based Instrumentation/S elf- Administered Instrument 2-8 

2.3.1 Using a Windows-Based System 2-8 

2.3.2 Getting Around: Using a Mouse 2-8 

2.3.3 Sizing/Moving Windows 2-9 

2.3.4 Working with Web Questions 2-10 

2.4 The W eb/ C ATI Instrument 2-11 

2.5 Sample Members’ Rights 2-12 

2.6 Confidentiality 2-14 

2.7 Obtaining Cooperation 2-17 

2.8 Refusals 2-19 

2.9 Answers to Questions 2-19 

3.0 LOCATING AND CONTACTING SAMPLE MEMBERS 3-1 

3.1 Pre-CATI Tracing Activities 3-1 

3.2 CATI Locating Procedures 3-1 

3.3 E-mail Addresses and Dept. Staff 3-2 

3.4 TOPS Tracing Procedures 3-3 

3.5 Use of ETS Lines for Outbound Calling 3-5 

3.6 Initial Contact 3-4 

3.7 Scheduling a Callback 3-5 

3.8 Telephone Answering Machine Message Protocol 3-7 

3.9 Status Codes 3-8 

4.0 QUALITY CONTROL 4-1 

4.1 Assuring Quality in the Interview 4-1 
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4.1.1 Performance Monitoring 4-1 

4.2 Electronic Problem Reports 4-8 

4.3 Quality Circle Meetings 4-15 

4.4 Conclusion 4-15 

List of Exhibits 

Exhibit 1-2. NSOPE:04 Calendar 1-5 

Exhibit 2-1 . Glossary of Windows Terms 2-9 

Exhibit 2-2. Confidentiality Agreement 2-15 

Exhibit 2-3. Affidavit of Nondisclosure 2-16 

Exhibit 2-4. Answering Questions/Dealing with Reluctant NSOPE:04 Sample Members 2-21 

Exhibit 4-1 . NSOPE:04 Productivity Report 4-2 

Exhibit 4-2. NSOPE:04 Monitoring Eorm 4-4 

Exhibit 4-3. Problem Reporting System (Opening Screen) 4-10 
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Tables H-1 through H-3 show the eomparisons between institution questionnaire eounts 
and tallied faeulty list eounts. Among the 900 institutions that provided faeulty lists and 
responded to the questionnaire, 740 (83 pereent) had list eounts that were less than 10 pereent 
diserepant. There were a greater number of diserepaneies in part-time faeulty eounts than full- 
time faeulty eounts. Providing a eomplete and aeeurate list of part-time faeulty is, for most 
institutions, the most diffieult part of the NSOPF data request. 

Table H-1. Relative percentage discrepancy between total faculty counts from the institution 
questionnaire and faculty list: 2004 





Number of 


Relative percentage discrepancy 




Institution type 


institutions 


<-10 


-10 to 10 


> 10 


Total 


900 


60 


740 


100 


Public doctor’s 


170 


10 


130 


20 


Public master’s 


100 


10 


90 


10 


Public bachelor’s 


30 


# 


20 


10 


Public associate’s 


280 


20 


230 


40 


Public other 


10 


# 


10 


# 


Private not-for-profit doctor’s 


90 


# 


80 


10 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


70 


10 


50 


10 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


110 


10 


100 


10 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


10 


# 


10 


# 


Private not-for-profit other 


50 


# 


40 


10 


# Rounds to zero. 










NOTE: Numbers are rounded to the nearest 10. 


Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 




SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 




Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 










Table H-2. Relative percentage discrepancy between part-time faculty counts from the institution 


and faculty list: 2004 












Number of 


Relative percentage discrepancy 




Institution type 


institutions 


<-10 


-10 to 10 


> 10 


Total 


900 


90 


680 


120 


Public doctor’s 


170 


20 


120 


20 


Public master’s 


100 


10 


80 


10 


Public bachelor’s 


30 


# 


20 


# 


Public associate’s 


280 


20 


220 


40 


Public other 


10 


# 


10 


# 


Private not-for-profit doctor’s 


90 


10 


70 


10 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


70 


10 


50 


10 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


110 


10 


90 


20 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


10 


# 


10 


# 


Private not-for-profit other 


50 


10 


30 


10 



# Rounds to zero. 

NOTE: Numbers are rounded to the nearest 10. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Table H-3. Relative percentage discrepancy between full-time faculty counts from the institution 
questionnaire and faculty list: 2004 



Institution type 


Number of 

institutions 


Relative percentage discrepancy 
<-10 -10 to 10 


> 10 


Total 


900 


80 


770 


60 


Public doctor’s 


170 


20 


130 


20 


Public master’s 


100 


10 


90 


# 


Public bachelor’s 


30 


# 


20 


# 


Public associate’s 


280 


20 


240 


20 


Public other 


10 


# 


10 


# 


Private not-for-profit doctor’s 


90 


10 


80 


# 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


70 


10 


60 


# 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


110 


10 


100 


# 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


10 


# 


10 


# 


Private not-for-profit other 


50 


10 


30 


# 



# Rounds to zero. 

NOTE: Numbers are rounded to the nearest 10. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Appendix I. Nonresponse Bias Anaiysis 



1.1 Overview 

The bias in an estimated mean based on respondents, , is the differenee between this 
estimate and the target parameter, //, which is the mean that would result if a complete census of 
the target population was conducted and all units responded. This bias can be expressed as 
follows: 

B{yR) = yR ~li 

However, for variables that are available from the frame, // can be estimated by jd without 
sampling error, in which case the bias in can then be estimated by: 

Moreover, an estimate of the population mean based on respondents and nonrespondents can be 
obtained by: 

i^ = ^-'h)yR^'hym 

where fj is the weighted unit nonresponse rate, based on weights prior to nonresponse adjustment. 
Consequently, the bias iny^j can then be estimated by: 

hyR) = v{yR -yNR) 

That is, the estimate of the nonresponse bias is the difference between the mean for respondents 
and nonrespondents multiplied by the weighted nonresponse rate, using the design weights prior 
to nonresponse adjustment. 

1.2 Unit-level Nonresponse Bias Analysis 

A faculty respondent was defined as any sample member who was determined to be 
eligible for the study and had valid data for the selected set of key analytical variables. As shown 
in section 3.2.1 (table 13) of the main body of this report, for the 34,330 eligible sample faculty 
members the unweighted and weighted response rates were both 76 percent. Since the faculty 
weighted response rate was below 85 percent for virtually all institution types, a nonresponse 
bias analysis was conducted for faculty members from all institution types. The nonresponse bias 
was estimated for the variables known for both respondents and nonrespondents within each 
institution type. 

The steps for nonresponse bias analysis included estimating the nonresponse bias and 
testing (adjusting for multiple comparisons) to determine if the bias was significant at the 5 
percent level. Second, nonresponse adjustment factors were computed, as detailed in section 
6.2.3, to significantly reduce or eliminate nonresponse bias for variables included in the 
corresponding models. Third, after the weights were computed, any remaining bias was 
estimated and statistical tests were performed to determine their significance. 

As shown in table I-l, the faculty weighting adjustments have reduced, and in some cases 
eliminated, bias for faculty members for all institution types. Significant bias was reduced for the 
variables known for most respondents and nonrespondents, which are considered key analytical 



1-3 





Appendix I. Nonresponse Bias Analysis 



variables and correlated with many of the other variables where bias is measured as a significant 
difference from zero using the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) recommended 
method detailed in section 1. 1 . 

Table 1-1. Summary of faculty nonresponse bias analysis, overall and by type of institution: 2004 



Relative bias 

Before weight adjustments After weight adjustments 



Nonresponse Percent Percent 



Nonresponse bias statistics 


rate 


Mean 


Median 


significant 


Mean 


Median 


significant 


All faculty 


24.40 


0.09 


0.05 


26.60 


0.07 


0.02 


8.1 


Public doctor’s 


21.90 


0.04 


0.02 


73.90 


0.02 


0.01 


30.4 


Public master’s 


21.50 


0.06 


0.06 


13.00 


0.02 


0.01 


# 


Public bachelor’s 


32.60 


0.09 


0.07 


8.70 


0.16 


0.10 


4.3 


Public associate’s 


26.30 


0.06 


0.05 


21.70 


0.04 


0.01 


4.3 


Public other 


26.70 


0.12 


0.04 


100.00 


0.06 


0.02 


# 


Private not-for-profit doctor’s 


31.80 


0.06 


0.05 


56.50 


0.03 


0.03 


21.7 


Private not-for-profit master’s 


21.50 


0.07 


0.07 


17.40 


0.04 


0.03 


8.7 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


21.30 


0.07 


0.06 


18.20 


0.03 


0.03 


# 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


9.00 


0.25 


0.15 


35.00 


0.12 


0.05 


5.0 


Private not-for-profit other 


29.40 


0.08 


0.03 


18.20 


0.14 


0.08 


4.5 



# Rounds to zero. 

NOTE: The percent significant reflects the ratio of biased estimates to biased and unbiased estimates for the items 
involved in this analysis. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 

Analogous analyses were conducted for the institution survey where a responding 
institution was one that had responded to the institution questionnaire. The corresponding 
institution level results are summarized in table 1-2. Here too, the institution weighting 
adjustments have reduced percent significant bias overall and for all institution types. Note that 
such analyses were not carried out when computing the institution component weights for the 
faculty analysis weights, since the weighted response rate for institutions providing lists of 
faculty and instructional staff exceeded 85 percent. 

Table 1-2. Summary of institution nonresponse bias analysis, overall and by type of institution: 
2004 



Relative bias 



Before weight adjustments After weight adjustments 



Nonresponse bias statistics 


Nonresponse 

rate 


Mean 


Median 


Percent 

significant 


Mean 


Median 


Percent 

significant 


All faculty 


15.80 


0.06 


0.04 


7.69 


0.20 


0.12 


7.69 


Public, doctor’s 


15.30 


0.06 


0.05 


6.25 


0.09 


0.07 


6.25 


Public, master's 


10.40 


0.09 


0.05 


18.75 


0.17 


0.12 


# 


Public, bachelor’s 


0.00 


0.21 


0.21 


100.00 


0.41 


0.38 


6.25 


Public, associate’s 


16.40 


0.12 


0.09 


18.75 


0.18 


0.11 


12.5 


Public, other/unknown 


1.10 


0.20 


0.00 


38.46 


0.52 


0.22 


7.69 


Private not-for-profit doctor’s 


16.30 


0.08 


0.06 


12.50 


0.15 


0.13 


6.25 


Private not-for-profit master's 


20.20 


0.08 


0.07 


6.25 


0.29 


0.25 


# 


Private not-for-profit bachelor’s 


22.30 


0.11 


0.13 


13.33 


0.23 


0.18 


6.67 


Private not-for-profit associate’s 


14.00 


0.12 


0.00 


6.67 


0.92 


0.64 


13.33 


Private not-for-profit other/unknown 


23.80 


0.12 


0.09 


100.00 


0.53 


0.42 


12.5 



# Rounds to zero. 

NOTE: The percent significant reflects the ratio of biased estimates to biased and unbiased estimates. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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1.3 Item-Level Bias Analysis 

For items with less than 85 percent weighted response rate, respondents and 
nonrespondents are compared on the sampling frame and/or questionnaire variables when data 
on respondents and nonrespondents were available. For this purpose, item response rates (RRT) 
were calculated as the ratio of the number of respondents for whom an in-scope response was 
obtained for item x) to the number of unit level respondents (7) minus the number of 
respondents with a valid skip item for itemx (F^), or: 

r 

RRr = 

7-F" 

A faculty member was defined to be an item respondent for an analytic variable if the 
given faculty member had data for that variable, observed or deduced via logical imputation. 
Table 1-3 provides a summary of response rates for variables with a response rate less than 85 
percent — overall or within an institution type. A nonresponse bias analysis was conducted for 
these items, results of which are summarized in table 1-4. For these items, the nonresponse bias 
was estimated for variables known for both respondents and nonrespondents and tested 
(adjusting for multiple comparisons) to determine if the bias was significant at the 5 percent 
level. 

With the exception of the income items, which were expected to have higher rates of 
refusal due to their sensitive nature, the primary reason item nonresponse exceeded 15 percent 
for these items is that each applies to a relatively small subset of respondents (i.e., small 
denominator) and none of these items were asked on the abbreviated instrument, which was 
administered to about 1,600 responding faculty members. 

The Q37 items were presented as a matrix that asked 6 questions about each of the 
classes taught by the respondents. The rate of nonresponse increased for each subsequent class 
described, due primarily to the smaller number of respondents to whom the question applied, 
relative to the static number of respondents who completed the abbreviated instrument and were 
not asked this question. 

Income paid per course, credit unit, or term (Q68) was missing for 26 percent of 
respondents to whom this item applied. This item was asked only of those who indicated their 
salary was not based on a 9- or 10-month, or 1 1- or 12-month contract. Of those who provided 
the basis of their pay (course, credit hour, academic term [Q68]), a follow-up question (Q69) 
asked for the amount of income paid per course, credit unit, or term. This item was missing for 
36 percent of respondents to whom this item applied. 
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Table 1-3. Faculty item response rates for items with < 85 percent response rate for any institution type before weight adjustments, 
overall and by institution type: 2004 



Public Private, not-for-profit 



Variable 


Overall 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s 


Associate’s 


Other 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s 


Associate’s 


Other 


Q31A 


88.7 


90.5 


90.9 


81.9 


88.3 


89.9 


87.8 


87.8 


86.4 


98.9 


80.7 


Q31B 


88.7 


90.5 


89.9 


81.3 


88.2 


89.9 


88.1 


88.3 


87.0 


98.0 


82.1 


Q31C 


90.0 


91.3 


90.8 


83.4 


90.0 


93.3 


89.3 


90.3 


87.7 


98.1 


84.3 


Q31D 


90.0 


91.2 


90.9 


81.3 


89.8 


92.3 


89.6 


90.4 


87.7 


97.9 


84.0 


Q32A 


91.2 


92.4 


92.2 


83.5 


91.1 


92.5 


91.0 


92.1 


89.0 


99.2 


84.3 


Q32B 


91.2 


92.4 


92.2 


83.5 


91.1 


92.5 


91.1 


92.0 


89.0 


99.2 


84.3 


Q32C 


91.3 


92.4 


92.2 


83.5 


91.2 


92.5 


91.0 


92.0 


89.0 


99.2 


84.3 


Q32D 


91.2 


92.4 


92.2 


83.5 


91.1 


92.5 


91.0 


92.1 


89.0 


99.2 


84.3 


Q35A1 


91.6 


92.6 


92.5 


83.6 


91.6 


93.5 


91.4 


92.5 


89.4 


99.2 


85.4 


Q35A2 


91.6 


92.5 


92.5 


83.5 


91.6 


93.5 


91.4 


92.5 


89.3 


99.2 


85.4 


Q35B 


90.4 


91.6 


91.7 


81.9 


90.1 


93.0 


90.4 


91.8 


88.8 


94.4 


84.2 


Q35C 


90.5 


91.5 


91.7 


82.4 


90.0 


93.0 


90.5 


91.4 


88.6 


97.8 


84.5 


Q36 


89.9 


90.2 


91.7 


82.4 


89.9 


93.2 


88.3 


91.6 


88.3 


99.2 


83.6 


Q37A1 


89.0 


89.1 


90.9 


82.4 


89.0 


91.6 


86.7 


91.4 


87.9 


99.1 


82.9 


Q37A2 


84.5 


83.5 


88.6 


78.7 


84.6 


89.1 


78.4 


87.6 


84.4 


99.0 


73.7 


Q37A3 


78.0 


69.9 


85.6 


72.1 


79.5 


87.3 


61.5 


82.6 


79.4 


98.8 


63.7 


Q37A4 


67.7 


47.6 


76.3 


64.7 


73.5 


81.6 


33.9 


72.2 


64.8 


98.8 


52.7 


Q37A5 


51.4 


25.5 


50.9 


35.2 


65.0 


59.7 


14.3 


43.8 


40.4 


98.1 


41.3 


Q37B1 


87.2 


86.2 


91.1 


81.9 


88.3 


91.6 


79.8 


90.3 


86.7 


99.1 


80.4 


Q37B2 


83.4 


81.2 


88.9 


78.0 


84.2 


89.1 


74.2 


87.2 


83.2 


99.0 


72.9 


Q37B3 


77.0 


67.3 


85.9 


72.1 


79.1 


87.3 


57.5 


82.0 


78.3 


98.8 


62.1 


Q37B4 


66.9 


45.1 


76.6 


64.6 


73.0 


81.6 


30.6 


71.9 


64.3 


98.8 


50.8 


Q37B5 


50.7 


23.9 


51.3 


35.5 


64.4 


59.7 


13.0 


42.3 


39.2 


98.1 


41.0 


Q37C1 


89.1 


89.1 


90.9 


81.6 


89.2 


91.6 


87.0 


91.3 


88.0 


99.1 


82.2 


Q37C2 


84.3 


83.3 


88.8 


77.9 


84.5 


89.1 


77.9 


87.6 


84.2 


98.7 


72.8 


Q37C3 


77.7 


69.5 


85.3 


71.2 


79.4 


87.3 


61.6 


82.5 


79.4 


98.3 


62.8 


Q37C4 


67.5 


47.2 


76.5 


63.9 


73.3 


81.6 


34.1 


72.4 


64.8 


97.9 


51.3 


Q37C5 


51.1 


25.3 


51.2 


35.0 


64.3 


59.7 


14.7 


43.0 


39.9 


98.1 


41.3 


Q37D1 


88.7 


88.6 


90.9 


81.8 


88.9 


91.6 


86.0 


90.9 


87.8 


99.1 


81.9 


Q37D2 


84.3 


83.2 


88.6 


77.9 


84.3 


89.1 


77.9 


87.2 


84.4 


98.9 


73.2 


Q37D3 


77.7 


70.0 


85.4 


71.0 


79.4 


87.3 


61.0 


81.9 


79.5 


98.8 


63.0 


Q37D4 


67.5 


47.4 


76.5 


63.4 


73.3 


81.6 


33.7 


72.3 


65.1 


98.8 


51.1 


Q37D5 


51.2 


25.3 


51.2 


35.7 


64.4 


59.7 


14.5 


43.6 


40.4 


98.1 


41.1 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-3. Faculty item response rates for items with < 85 percent response rate for any institution type before weight adjustments, overall 
and by institution type — Continued 



Public Private, not-for-profit 



Variable 


Overall 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s 


Associate’s 


Other 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s 


Associate’s 


Other 


Q37E1 


89.5 


89.5 


91.6 


82.4 


89.9 


93.2 


87.2 


91.6 


88.1 


99.2 


81.8 


Q37E2 


84.3 


82.4 


87.8 


77.0 


85.8 


91.1 


77.0 


86.8 


83.9 


99.0 


73.1 


Q37E3 


78.3 


69.7 


85.3 


71.0 


80.8 


89.7 


62.4 


82.3 


78.9 


98.9 


63.1 


Q37E4 


68.1 


47.6 


76.7 


63.4 


74.5 


84.9 


34.2 


71.9 


65.1 


98.8 


51.4 


Q37E5 


52.0 


25.4 


51.0 


35.1 


66.3 


67.1 


15.2 


43.4 


40.3 


98.1 


39.9 


Q37F1 


89.7 


90.0 


91.6 


82.0 


89.8 


93.2 


87.9 


91.5 


88.0 


99.2 


83.3 


Q37F2 


85.2 


84.2 


89.2 


78.8 


85.7 


91.1 


78.8 


87.6 


84.6 


97.9 


74.7 


Q37F3 


78.7 


71.5 


86.0 


72.5 


80.3 


89.7 


62.6 


82.2 


79.3 


98.9 


65.1 


Q37F4 


68.6 


49.7 


77.0 


64.8 


74.0 


84.9 


35.6 


72.7 


65.3 


98.8 


53.9 


Q37F5 


52.6 


28.4 


51.1 


35.9 


65.6 


67.1 


17.4 


45.0 


40.4 


98.1 


43.3 


Q38A 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38B 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38C 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38D 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38E 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38F 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38G 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38H 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38I 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q38J 


87.0 


84.1 


90.3 


81.6 


89.5 


92.8 


77.4 


89.0 


87.4 


99.2 


72.6 


Q39 


92.2 


93.5 


92.8 


84.5 


92.0 


94.6 


92.0 


92.9 


89.4 


99.2 


86.5 


Q41 


92.0 


93.2 


92.5 


84.7 


91.9 


94.6 


91.9 


92.7 


89.3 


99.2 


86.1 


Q46 


91.6 


92.7 


92.5 


83.9 


91.7 


93.5 


91.5 


92.5 


88.9 


99.2 


85.3 


Q47A1 


91.5 


92.6 


92.4 


83.7 


91.6 


93.5 


91.2 


92.5 


88.9 


99.2 


85.3 


Q47A2 


91.6 


92.6 


92.4 


83.5 


91.7 


93.5 


91.1 


92.6 


89.3 


99.2 


85.2 


Q47A3 


91.6 


92.5 


92.3 


83.5 


91.7 


93.5 


91.2 


92.5 


89.3 


99.2 


85.3 


Q47B1 


91.4 


92.5 


92.0 


83.6 


91.5 


93.5 


91.2 


92.4 


88.7 


99.2 


84.8 


Q47B2 


91.5 


92.4 


92.2 


83.5 


91.7 


93.5 


90.9 


92.5 


89.3 


99.2 


84.9 


Q47B3 


91.5 


92.4 


92.3 


83.5 


91.7 


93.5 


91.1 


92.5 


89.3 


99.2 


85.2 


Q48 


91.2 


92.1 


92.2 


83.4 


91.3 


93.5 


90.6 


92.2 


88.8 


99.1 


84.4 


Q49 


91.1 


92.0 


92.2 


83.1 


91.3 


93.5 


90.6 


92.2 


88.8 


99.1 


84.5 


Q50 


91.1 


92.0 


92.2 


83.1 


91.3 


93.5 


90.4 


92.1 


88.8 


99.1 


84.4 


Q51 


91.1 


92.0 


92.2 


83.1 


91.2 


93.5 


90.5 


92.0 


88.7 


99.1 


84.4 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-3. Faculty item response rates for items with < 85 percent response rate for any institution type before weight adjustments, overall 
and by institution type — Continued 



Public Private, not-for-profit 



Variable 


Overall 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s 


Associate’s 


Other 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s 


Associate’s 


Other 


Q52AA 


91.1 


91.9 


91.9 


83.1 


91.1 


93.5 


90.6 


91.9 


89.0 


99.1 


84.8 


Q52AB 


91.0 


91.9 


91.8 


83.1 


91.1 


93.5 


90.6 


91.7 


89.0 


99.1 


84.1 


Q52AC 


91.0 


91.9 


91.8 


83.1 


91.1 


93.5 


90.6 


91.9 


88.7 


99.1 


84.6 


Q52AD 


91.0 


91.9 


91.8 


83.6 


91.1 


93.5 


90.6 


91.9 


88.9 


99.1 


84.6 


Q52AE 


91.0 


91.9 


91.9 


83.0 


91.0 


93.5 


90.6 


91.9 


88.9 


99.1 


85.0 


Q52AF 


91.0 


91.9 


91.9 


83.4 


91.1 


93.5 


90.5 


91.9 


88.9 


99.1 


85.0 


Q52AG 


91.0 


91.8 


91.8 


83.4 


91.1 


93.5 


90.7 


91.9 


89.0 


99.1 


84.8 


Q52BA 


90.9 


91.8 


91.7 


83.1 


91.0 


93.5 


90.4 


91.8 


88.9 


99.1 


84.6 


Q52BB 


90.8 


91.7 


91.5 


83.1 


91.0 


93.5 


90.5 


91.5 


88.8 


99.1 


84.1 


Q52BC 


90.8 


91.6 


91.6 


83.1 


91.1 


93.5 


90.3 


91.7 


88.7 


99.1 


84.6 


Q52BD 


90.8 


91.6 


91.7 


83.4 


91.0 


93.5 


90.4 


91.7 


88.8 


99.1 


84.5 


Q52BE 


90.7 


91.5 


91.7 


82.6 


90.8 


93.5 


90.1 


91.5 


88.7 


99.1 


85.0 


Q52BF 


91.0 


91.8 


91.7 


83.4 


91.1 


93.5 


90.2 


91.8 


88.9 


99.1 


84.7 


Q52BG 


91.0 


91.7 


91.8 


83.4 


91.1 


93.5 


90.6 


91.8 


88.9 


99.1 


84.8 


Q53 


91.3 


92.2 


92.2 


83.2 


91.5 


93.5 


90.7 


91.8 


88.9 


99.2 


85.0 


Q55 


91.1 


92.0 


92.1 


82.8 


91.3 


93.5 


90.6 


91.7 


88.8 


99.2 


85.0 


Q56 


84.6 


89.4 


88.1 


73.9 


72.1 


89.6 


87.4 


84.7 


82.9 


98.4 


72.8 


Q61A 


89.2 


89.2 


91.0 


82.0 


89.9 


94.5 


87.0 


89.3 


87.1 


99.1 


83.6 


Q61B 


87.4 


87.3 


89.3 


82.0 


87.9 


93.3 


84.3 


88.1 


86.2 


99.1 


81.8 


Q61C 


88.4 


88.0 


89.9 


81.1 


89.3 


94.5 


85.9 


88.9 


87.0 


99.1 


82.8 


Q61D 


85.9 


85.9 


87.8 


80.5 


86.6 


92.7 


82.9 


85.6 


84.4 


99.0 


80.0 


Q62A 


90.8 


91.5 


92.0 


82.8 


91.0 


91.7 


90.3 


91.5 


88.6 


99.1 


84.5 


Q62B 


90.5 


91.4 


91.5 


82.8 


90.8 


93.5 


89.5 


91.3 


88.2 


99.0 


84.1 


Q62C 


85.7 


89.7 


88.3 


76.1 


83.0 


90.1 


87.1 


83.1 


83.7 


97.3 


74.6 


Q62D 


90.7 


91.6 


92.1 


82.8 


90.7 


93.5 


90.0 


91.4 


88.4 


99.1 


84.9 


Q64 


90.3 


91.2 


91.4 


81.8 


90.1 


93.3 


90.0 


91.2 


88.1 


99.2 


83.8 


Q65 


89.8 


90.8 


91.1 


81.2 


89.6 


88.9 


89.6 


91.0 


87.4 


98.6 


83.4 


Q66A 


82.0 


83.7 


84.8 


79.3 


82.5 


84.2 


77.6 


83.7 


79.4 


90.7 


73.1 


Q66B 


84.3 


85.8 


85.9 


80.3 


84.6 


86.0 


81.8 


85.7 


81.2 


94.8 


76.5 


Q66C 


79.3 


81.8 


80.2 


75.7 


78.0 


74.0 


78.0 


80.9 


78.0 


91.5 


71.5 


Q66D 


79.4 


81.7 


80.5 


76.0 


78.4 


74.7 


77.7 


81.0 


78.0 


91.9 


71.6 


Q66E 


79.1 


81.6 


80.2 


75.4 


77.9 


74.5 


77.6 


80.5 


77.8 


91.7 


70.4 


Q66F 


82.6 


84.1 


84.0 


78.9 


82.9 


84.7 


79.8 


83.1 


80.4 


94.7 


74.4 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-3. Faculty item response rates for items with < 85 percent response rate for any institution type before weight adjustments, overall 
and by institution type — Continued 



Variable 








Public 








Private, not-for-profit 






Overall 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s 


Associate’s 


Other 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s Associate’s 


Other 


067 


90.4 


91.5 


91.7 


82.7 


90.6 


92.5 


89.1 


91.4 


88.3 


99.1 


83.1 


Q68 


74.3 


56.3 


71.2 


59.7 


83.4 


76.4 


60.0 


81.4 


64.6 


96.2 


69.8 


Q69 


64.5 


46.1 


65.5 


45.8 


72.2 


64.7 


47.8 


74.9 


58.0 


91.4 


61.8 


Q70B 


83.8 


85.5 


85.0 


77.3 


83.6 


89.7 


80.1 


84.3 


82.5 


95.9 


77.9 


Q82A 


89.2 


89.9 


90.1 


81.9 


89.7 


90.9 


87.6 


89.6 


87.4 


98.9 


82.7 


Q82B 


87.2 


85.5 


88.2 


78.9 


89.8 


93.3 


83.1 


89.4 


85.9 


98.8 


82.2 


Q82C 


86.9 


88.2 


88.0 


78.5 


86.9 


87.5 


85.3 


87.0 


86.1 


98.6 


80.1 


Q82D 


85.1 


86.5 


86.1 


76.4 


85.1 


84.5 


83.4 


85.0 


84.2 


96.8 


78.0 


Q83 


89.9 


90.8 


90.9 


82.5 


90.3 


92.6 


88.2 


90.7 


87.3 


99.1 


83.7 



NOTE: None of the items with less than 85 percent response rate were included in the abbreviated questionnaire, which consisted of items 1-28 and 71-81 . 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q31A 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week on paid 
tasks at institution 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


47.83 


Q31B 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week on 
unpaid tasks at institution 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


26.09 


Q31C 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week on paid 
tasks outside of 
institution 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


26.09 


Q31D 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week on 
unpaid tasks outside of 
institution 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


26.09 


Q32A 

Mean estimated bias 


Percent time spent on 
instruction, undergraduate 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q32B 

Mean estimated bias 


Percent time spent on 
instruction, graduate/first- 
professional 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q32C 

Mean estimated bias 


Percent time spent on 
research activities 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q32D 


Percent time spent on 
other unspecified activities 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q35A1 


Number of classes 
taught, credit 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q35A2 


Number of classes 
taught, noncredit 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q35B 


Number of classes 
taught, remedial 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q35C 


Number of classes taught, 
distance education 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q36 


Teaching assistant in any 
credit class 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q37A1 


Number of weeks taught, 
1st credit class 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.05 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q37A2 


Number of weeks taught, 
2nd credit class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.03 


0.04 


t 


0.03 


0.10 


t 


0.11 


t 


0.03 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




0.03 


0.03 


t 


0.03 


0.06 


t 


0.08 


t 


0.03 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




45.45 


43.48 


t 


13.04 


13.04 


t 


17.39 


t 


21.74 


t 


56.52 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q37A3 


Number of weeks taught, 
3rd credit class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.06 


0.08 


t 


0.05 


0.14 


t 


0.18 


0.08 


0.06 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




0.05 


0.05 


t 


0.04 


0.16 


t 


0.14 


0.07 


0.05 


t 


0.06 


Percent significant bias 




57.58 


47.83 


t 


21.74 


8.70 


t 


17.39 


43.48 


21.74 


t 


60.87 


Q37A4 


Number of weeks taught, 
4th credit class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.12 


0.17 


0.18 


0.10 


0.19 


0.09 


0.28 


0.17 


0.12 


t 


0.12 


Median estimated bias 




0.10 


0.14 


0.16 


0.08 


0.13 


0.07 


0.25 


0.16 


0.10 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




60.61 


52.17 


13.04 


26.09 


13.04 


30.43 


26.09 


17.39 


26.09 


t 


60.87 


Q37A5 


Number of weeks taught, 
5th credit class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.21 


0.27 


0.24 


0.23 


0.39 


0.13 


0.58 


0.26 


0.26 


t 


0.21 


Median estimated bias 




0.19 


0.26 


0.22 


0.20 


0.30 


0.11 


0.60 


0.25 


0.26 


t 


0.20 


Percent significant bias 




48.48 


30.43 


4.35 


30.43 


8.70 


30.43 


34.78 


17.39 


21.74 


t 


65.22 


Q37B1 


Number of credit hours, 
1st class 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q37B2 


Number of credit hours, 
2nd class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.04 


0.05 


t 


0.03 


0.10 


t 


0.12 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.05 


Median estimated bias 




0.03 


0.03 


t 


0.03 


0.06 


t 


0.09 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




51.52 


47.83 


t 


13.04 


13.04 


t 


17.39 


t 


26.09 


t 


56.52 


Q37B3 


Number of credit hours, 
3rd class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.07 


0.09 


t 


0.05 


0.14 


t 


0.17 


0.09 


0.06 


t 


0.09 


Median estimated bias 




0.05 


0.07 


t 


0.04 


0.16 


t 


0.13 


0.08 


0.05 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




57.58 


47.83 


t 


17.39 


8.70 


t 


17.39 


47.83 


26.09 


t 


60.87 


Q37B4 


Number of credit hours, 
4th class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.13 


0.19 


0.17 


0.10 


0.20 


0.09 


0.28 


0.17 


0.13 


t 


0.12 


Median estimated bias 




0.11 


0.16 


0.16 


0.08 


0.13 


0.08 


0.25 


0.15 


0.10 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




60.61 


52.17 


13.04 


26.09 


13.04 


34.78 


26.09 


17.39 


26.09 


t 


60.87 


Q37B5 


Number of credit hours, 
5th class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.21 


0.30 


0.24 


0.23 


0.39 


0.13 


0.58 


0.27 


0.28 


t 


0.21 


Median estimated bias 




0.19 


0.27 


0.22 


0.20 


0.30 


0.10 


0.60 


0.28 


0.27 


t 


0.20 


Percent significant bias 




51.52 


43.48 


4.35 


30.43 


13.04 


30.43 


34.78 


21.74 


21.74 


t 


65.22 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q37C1 


Number of hours taught 
per week, 1st class 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q37C2 


Number of hours taught 
per week, 2nd class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.03 


0.04 


t 


0.03 


0.10 


t 


0.11 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




0.03 


0.03 


t 


0.03 


0.06 


t 


0.08 


t 


0.03 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




45.45 


43.48 


t 


13.04 


13.04 


t 


17.39 


t 


26.09 


t 


43.48 


Q37C3 


Number of hours taught 
per week, 3rd class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.06 


0.08 


t 


0.05 


0.14 


t 


0.17 


0.08 


0.06 


t 


0.09 


Median estimated bias 




0.05 


0.05 


t 


0.04 


0.16 


t 


0.13 


0.07 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Percent significant bias 




57.58 


47.83 


t 


21.74 


8.70 


t 


17.39 


43.48 


21.74 


t 


56.52 


Q37C4 


Number of hours taught 
per week, 4th class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.12 


0.17 


0.18 


0.09 


0.19 


0.09 


0.27 


0.16 


0.12 


t 


0.12 


Median estimated bias 




0.10 


0.14 


0.17 


0.09 


0.13 


0.08 


0.22 


0.13 


0.10 


t 


0.06 


Percent significant bias 




60.61 


52.17 


17.39 


26.09 


8.70 


30.43 


26.09 


17.39 


26.09 


t 


26.09 


Q37C5 


Number of hours taught 
per week, 5th class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.21 


0.27 


0.24 


0.23 


0.37 


0.13 


0.57 


0.25 


0.27 


t 


0.21 


Median estimated bias 




0.19 


0.25 


0.22 


0.19 


0.30 


0.10 


0.60 


0.26 


0.25 


t 


0.20 


Percent significant bias 




51.52 


34.78 


4.35 


30.43 


13.04 


34.78 


34.78 


26.09 


17.39 


t 


65.22 


Q37D1 


Number of students, 1st 
class 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q37D2 


Number of students, 2nd 
class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.03 


0.04 


t 


0.03 


0.10 


t 


0.12 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


Median estimated bias 




0.03 


0.02 


t 


0.03 


0.06 


t 


0.09 


t 


0.03 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




45.45 


43.48 


t 


13.04 


13.04 


t 


17.39 


t 


26.09 


t 


56.52 


Q37D3 


Number of students, 3rd 
class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.06 


0.08 


t 


0.05 


0.14 


t 


0.18 


0.08 


0.06 


t 


0.08 


Median estimated bias 




0.05 


0.04 


t 


0.05 


0.16 


t 


0.15 


0.06 


0.05 


t 


0.05 


Percent significant bias 




54.55 


47.83 


t 


17.39 


13.04 


t 


17.39 


47.83 


21.74 


t 


60.87 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q37D4 


Number of students, 4th 
class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.12 


0.17 


0.17 


0.10 


0.20 


0.09 


0.28 


0.16 


0.12 


t 


0.12 


Median estimated bias 




0.10 


0.14 


0.15 


0.08 


0.12 


0.08 


0.25 


0.17 


0.10 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




60.61 


52.17 


13.04 


21.74 


13.04 


30.43 


26.09 


17.39 


26.09 


t 


60.87 


Q37D5 


Number of students, 5th 
class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.21 


0.28 


0.24 


0.23 


0.38 


0.13 


0.57 


0.27 


0.27 


t 


0.21 


Median estimated bias 




0.19 


0.26 


0.22 


0.20 


0.31 


0.10 


0.60 


0.26 


0.26 


t 


0.20 


Percent significant bias 




51.52 


39.13 


4.35 


30.43 


13.04 


30.43 


34.78 


21.74 


21.74 


t 


65.22 


Q37E1 


Primary level of students, 
1st class 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q37E2 


Primary level of students, 
2nd class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.03 


0.04 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


0.11 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.05 


Median estimated bias 




0.02 


0.02 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


0.08 


t 


0.03 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




45.45 


43.48 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


39.13 


t 


21.74 


t 


56.52 


Q37E3 


Primary level of students, 
3rd class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.06 


0.08 


t 


0.05 


0.12 


t 


0.17 


0.09 


0.05 


t 


0.07 


Median estimated bias 




0.04 


0.05 


t 


0.03 


0.15 


t 


0.13 


0.08 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Percent significant bias 




57.58 


52.17 


t 


21.74 


8.70 


t 


34.78 


43.48 


21.74 


t 


60.87 


Q37E4 


Primary level of students, 
4th class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.12 


0.17 


0.16 


0.10 


0.18 


0.09 


0.27 


0.17 


0.11 


t 


0.11 


Median estimated bias 




0.09 


0.12 


0.15 


0.07 


0.12 


0.07 


0.20 


0.18 


0.08 


t 


0.07 


Percent significant bias 




63.64 


43.48 


8.70 


26.09 


13.04 


34.78 


39.13 


13.04 


26.09 


t 


60.87 


Q37E5 


Primary level of students, 
5th class 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.21 


0.26 


0.22 


0.23 


0.35 


0.13 


0.56 


0.29 


0.24 


t 


0.19 


Median estimated bias 




0.19 


0.26 


0.14 


0.21 


0.30 


0.10 


0.60 


0.26 


0.24 


t 


0.12 


Percent significant bias 




51.52 


34.78 


4.35 


30.43 


8.70 


34.78 


65.22 


26.09 


17.39 


t 


65.22 


Q37F1 


Teaching assistant, 1st 
class 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q37F2 

Mean estimated bias 


Teaching assistant, 2nd 
class 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.08 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.05 


t 


0.07 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.02 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.03 


t 


0.06 


Percent significant bias 




t 


43.48 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


39.13 


t 


17.39 


t 


13.04 


Q37F3 

Mean estimated bias 


Teaching assistant, 3rd 
class 


0.06 


0.08 


t 


0.05 


0.13 


t 


0.17 


0.09 


0.06 


t 


0.08 


Median estimated bias 




0.04 


0.05 


t 


0.04 


0.15 


t 


0.13 


0.07 


0.06 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




54.55 


47.83 


t 


17.39 


8.70 


t 


34.78 


30.43 


26.09 


t 


60.87 


Q37F4 

Mean estimated bias 


Teaching assistant, 4th 
class 


0.11 


0.17 


0.17 


0.09 


0.19 


0.09 


0.27 


0.16 


0.12 


t 


0.12 


Median estimated bias 




0.09 


0.14 


0.14 


0.07 


0.13 


0.07 


0.20 


0.15 


0.11 


t 


0.10 


Percent significant bias 




57.58 


52.17 


13.04 


17.39 


13.04 


34.78 


39.13 


17.39 


21.74 


t 


60.87 


Q37F5 

Mean estimated bias 


Teaching assistant, 5th 
class 


0.20 


0.26 


0.20 


0.23 


0.37 


0.13 


0.56 


0.26 


0.26 


t 


0.19 


Median estimated bias 




0.19 


0.21 


0.15 


0.20 


0.32 


0.10 


0.65 


0.20 


0.27 


t 


0.15 


Percent significant bias 




51.52 


34.78 


8.70 


30.43 


13.04 


30.43 


65.22 


8.70 


21.74 


t 


65.22 


Q38A 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, multiple 
choice midterm/final 
exams 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q38B 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, essay 
midterm/final exams 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q38C 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, short 
answer midterm/final 
exams 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q38D 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, 
term/research papers 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q38E 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, multiple 
drafts of written work 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q38F 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, oral 
presentations 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q38G 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, group 
projects 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q38H 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, student 
evaluations of each 
others’ work 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q38I 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, 

laboratory/shop/studio 

assignments 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 


Q38J 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergrad class, service 
learn/co-op interactions 
with business 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


0.10 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.03 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




t 


65.22 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


47.83 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q39 

Mean estimated bias 


Web site for any 
instructional duties 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q41 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week, e-mailing 
students 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q46 

Mean estimated bias 


Individual instruction, any 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q47A1 

Mean estimated bias 


Individual instruction, 
number undergraduate 
students 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q47A2 

Mean estimated bias 


Individual instruction, 
number graduate students 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q47A3 

Mean estimated bias 


Individual instruction, 
number first-professional 
students 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q47B1 

Mean estimated bias 


Individual instruction, 
hours with undergraduates 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q47B2 

Mean estimated bias 


Individual instruction, 
hours with graduate 
students 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q47B3 

Mean estimated bias 


Individual instruction, 
hours with first- 
professional students 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q48 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week, thesis/ 
dissertation committees 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q49 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week, 
administrative committees 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q50 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week, with 
advisees 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q51 

Mean estimated bias 


Hours per week, office 
hours 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q52AA 

Mean estimated bias 


Career articles, refereed 
journals 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q52AB 

Mean estimated bias 


Career articles, 
nonrefereed journals 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q52AC 

Mean estimated bias 


Career book reviews, 
chapters, creative works 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q52AD 

Mean estimated bias 


Career books, textbooks, 
reports 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q52AE 

Mean estimated bias 


Career presentations 


t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q52AF 

Mean estimated bias 


Career exhibitions, 
performances 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q52AG 

Mean estimated bias 


Career patents, 
computer software 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q52BA 

Mean estimated bias 


Recent articles, refereed 
journals 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q52BB 

Mean estimated bias 


Recent articles, 
nonrefereed journals 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q52BC 

Mean estimated bias 


Recent book reviews, 
chapters, creative works 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q52BD 

Mean estimated bias 


Recent books, textbooks, 
reports 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q52BE 

Mean estimated bias 


Recent presentations 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


8.70 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q52BF 

Mean estimated bias 


Recent exhibitions, 
performances 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


56.52 


Q52BG 

Mean estimated bias 


Recent patents, 
computer software 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q53 

Mean estimated bias 


Scholarly activity, any 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q55 

Mean estimated bias 


Scholarly activity, any 
funded 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Q56 

Mean estimated bias 


Scholarly activity, 
description 


0.04 


t 


t 


0.03 


0.11 


t 


t 


0.02 


0.04 


t 


0.09 


Median estimated bias 




0.04 


t 


t 


0.03 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.01 


0.03 


t 


0.05 


Percent significant bias 




48.48 


t 


t 


17.39 


8.70 


t 


t 


30.43 


26.09 


t 


60.87 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table I-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q61A 

Mean estimated bias 


Satisfaction with authority 
to make decisions 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q61B 

Mean estimated bias 


Satisfaction with 

technology-based 

activities 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


26.09 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


4.35 


Q61C 

Mean estimated bias 


Satisfaction with 
equipment/facilities 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


21.74 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q61D 

Mean estimated bias 


Satisfaction with 
institutional support for 
teaching improvement 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.05 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


34.78 


t 


13.04 


t 


4.35 


Q62A 

Mean estimated bias 


Satisfaction with 
workload 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 


Q62B 

Mean estimated bias 


Satisfaction with salary 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q62C 

Mean estimated bias 


Satisfaction with benefits 


t 


t 


t 


0.09 


0.03 


t 


t 


0.04 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


0.02 


t 


t 


0.03 


0.03 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


26.09 


17.39 


t 


t 


21.74 


21.74 


t 


17.39 


Q62D 

Mean estimated bias 


Satisfaction with job 
overall 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


17.39 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q64 

Mean estimated bias 


Retired from another 
position 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q65 

Mean estimated bias 


Retire from all paid 
employment, planned 
age 


0.04 


0.05 


0.11 


0.07 


0.12 


0.04 


0.18 


0.08 


0.06 


0.08 


0.14 


Median estimated bias 




0.03 


0.03 


0.10 


0.05 


0.10 


0.04 


0.14 


0.05 


0.05 


0.07 


0.08 


Percent significant bias 




18.18 


34.78 


17.39 


4.35 


8.70 


17.39 


21.74 


13.04 


13.04 


21.74 


17.39 


Q66A 

Mean estimated bias 


Amount of income from 
basic salary from 
institution 


0.03 


0.03 


0.06 


0.03 


0.07 


0.03 


0.09 


0.03 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




0.02 


0.01 


0.05 


0.02 


0.05 


0.02 


0.06 


0.02 


0.02 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




39.39 


47.83 


17.39 


13.04 


8.70 


26.09 


13.04 


34.78 


17.39 


t 


30.43 


Q66B 

Mean estimated bias 


Amount of income from 
other income from 
institution 


0.02 


t 


t 


0.03 


0.06 


t 


0.08 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




0.02 


t 


t 


0.02 


0.05 


t 


0.06 


t 


0.02 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




42.42 


t 


t 


13.04 


8.70 


t 


13.04 


t 


4.35 


t 


26.09 


Q66C 

Mean estimated bias 


Amount of income from 
other academic 
institution 


0.03 


0.03 


0.06 


0.03 


0.07 


0.03 


0.09 


0.04 


0.04 


t 


0.07 


Median estimated bias 




0.02 


0.02 


0.05 


0.03 


0.03 


0.02 


0.07 


0.03 


0.02 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




30.30 


39.13 


8.70 


13.04 


13.04 


26.09 


13.04 


17.39 


17.39 


t 


21.74 


Q66D 

Mean estimated bias 


Amount of income from 
consulting or freelance 
work 


0.03 


0.03 


0.06 


0.03 


0.07 


0.03 


0.08 


0.04 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




0.02 


0.01 


0.06 


0.02 


0.04 


0.02 


0.04 


0.03 


0.03 


t 


0.05 


Percent significant bias 




33.33 


34.78 


8.70 


13.04 


13.04 


21.74 


13.04 


17.39 


8.70 


t 


21.74 


Q66E 

Mean estimated bias 


Amount of income from 
other employment 


0.03 


0.03 


0.06 


0.03 


0.07 


0.03 


0.08 


0.04 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




0.02 


0.01 


0.05 


0.02 


0.04 


0.02 


0.06 


0.03 


0.03 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




30.30 


34.78 


4.35 


13.04 


8.70 


21.74 


13.04 


17.39 


13.04 


t 


21.74 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q66F 

Mean estimated bias 


Amount of income from 
other unspecified 
sources 


0.03 


0.02 


0.06 


0.03 


0.07 


0.03 


0.07 


0.04 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




0.02 


0.02 


0.05 


0.02 


0.05 


0.02 


0.06 


0.03 


0.03 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




48.48 


47.83 


13.04 


8.70 


8.70 


21.74 


13.04 


34.78 


4.35 


t 


26.09 


Q67 

Mean estimated bias 


Type of contract, length 
of unit 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


4.35 


Q68 

Mean estimated bias 


Income paid per course/ 
credit unit or term 


0.11 


0.15 


0.14 


0.15 


0.35 


0.09 


0.24 


0.18 


0.11 


t 


0.15 


Median estimated bias 




0.07 


0.12 


0.09 


0.07 


0.37 


0.03 


0.20 


0.12 


0.07 


t 


0.07 


Percent significant bias 




39.39 


43.48 


17.39 


17.39 


8.70 


30.43 


39.13 


43.48 


17.39 


t 


26.09 


Q69 

Mean estimated bias 


Amount of income paid 
per course/credit unit or 
term 


0.13 


0.20 


0.17 


0.17 


0.37 


0.11 


0.28 


0.28 


0.13 


t 


0.18 


Median estimated bias 




0.08 


0.14 


0.14 


0.07 


0.39 


0.05 


0.28 


0.18 


0.08 


t 


0.10 


Percent significant bias 




42.42 


52.17 


13.04 


26.09 


100.00 


39.13 


30.43 


47.83 


17.39 


t 


21.74 


Q70B 

Mean estimated bias 


Amount of total household 
income (range) 


0.02 


t 


t 


0.03 


0.08 


t 


0.08 


0.03 


0.03 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




0.02 


t 


t 


0.03 


0.07 


t 


0.07 


0.03 


0.02 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




42.42 


t 


t 


13.04 


17.39 


t 


26.09 


17.39 


13.04 


t 


21.74 


Q82A 

Mean estimated bias 


Opinion: teaching is 
rewarded 


t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q82B 

Mean estimated bias 


Opinion: part-time faculty 
treated fairly 


t 


t 


t 


0.08 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


0.05 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


39.13 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-4. Summary of faculty item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


Q82C 


Opinion: female faculty 
treated fairly 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.08 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.05 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.04 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


13.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


13.04 


Q82D 


Opinion: racial minorities 
treated fairly 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.08 


t 


0.06 


0.02 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.06 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


0.07 


0.02 


t 


0.04 


t 


0.05 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


4.35 


34.78 


t 


17.39 


t 


17.39 


Q83 


Opinion about choosing 
an academic career again 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.03 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


17.39 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


8.70 



t Not applicable. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Similarly, an institution was defined to be an item respondent for an analytic variable if the 
given institution had data for that variable, observed or deduced via logical imputation. Table 1-5 
provides a summary of response rates for all institution items, overall and by institution type. For 
variables with a response rate less than 85 percent — overall or within an institution type — a 
nonresponse bias analysis was conducted, results of which are summarized in table 1-6. Analogous 
to the faculty item nonresponse bias analysis, for these items the nonresponse bias was estimated 
for variables known for both respondents and nonrespondents and tested (adjusting for multiple 
comparisons) to determine if the bias was significant at the 5 percent level. 

Two of the 90 items had an overall response rate of less than 85 percent. Item 7E2 of the 
institution questionnaire was asked only if the institution reported having offered early or phased 
retirement to any tenured full-time faculty or instructional staff (item 7E). Apparently, the number 
of full-time faculty and instructional staff who took early or phased retirement in the previous 5 
years was difficult for some institutions to quantify. Asking about a single academic year may 
yield a lower rate of nonresponse. 

Item I5BG was asked if the institution reported having a cafeteria-style plan benefit for all 
or some part-time faculty and instructional staff (item 15 AG). Only a small percentage of schools 
offer this benefit to part-time staff, and a relatively high percentage of schools were not sure 
whether this benefit was offered. Hence the high nonresponse on this nested question asking 
whether the benefit was subsidized is due almost entirely to the nonresponse on the gate question, 
coupled with the small number of schools to which the nested item applied. 
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Table 1-5. Institution item response rates for items with <85 percent response rate for any institution type before weight adjustment, 
overall and by institution type: 2004 



Variable 








Public 








Private not-for-profit 






All institutions 


Doctor’s 


Master's 


Bachelor’s 


Associate’s 


ether 


Doctor’s 


Master’s 


Bachelor’s Associate’s 


ether 


I2A 


96.7 


96.0 


94.6 


67.3 


99.3 


100.0 


94.7 


97.5 


91.8 


100.0 


100.0 


I2B 


97.2 


96.0 


94.6 


67.3 


99.3 


100.0 


94.7 


97.5 


95.3 


100.0 


100.0 


I2C 


96.8 


96.0 


94.6 


67.3 


99.4 


100.0 


94.7 


97.5 


92.1 


100.0 


100.0 


I2D 


97.3 


96.5 


94.6 


67.3 


99.3 


100.0 


94.7 


97.5 


95.3 


100.0 


100.0 


I2E 


97.2 


96.0 


94.6 


67.3 


99.3 


100.0 


94.7 


97.5 


95.3 


100.0 


100.0 


I2F 


97.2 


96.0 


94.6 


67.3 


99.3 


100.0 


94.7 


97.5 


95.3 


100.0 


100.0 


14 


91.5 


95.0 


88.1 


59.6 


90.1 


100.0 


89.1 


96.2 


88.0 


100.0 


100.0 


15 


91.6 


94.3 


88.1 


66.8 


90.0 


100.0 


91.2 


95.5 


90.6 


100.0 


100.0 


I7A 


96.3 


97.6 


94.8 


70.6 


95.9 


100.0 


98.4 


98.4 


95.9 


100.0 


100.0 


I7B 


96.3 


97.6 


94.8 


70.6 


95.9 


100.0 


98.4 


98.4 


95.9 


100.0 


100.0 


I7C 


96.3 


97.6 


94.8 


70.6 


95.9 


100.0 


98.4 


98.4 


95.9 


100.0 


100.0 


I7D 


96.1 


97.6 


94.8 


70.6 


95.9 


100.0 


98.4 


98.4 


94.7 


100.0 


100.0 


I7E 


96.3 


97.6 


94.8 


70.6 


95.9 


100.0 


98.4 


98.4 


95.9 


100.0 


100.0 


I7E2 


84.5 


79.1 


76.1 


37.5 


81.6 


82.3 


90.0 


90.2 


92.6 


100.0 


100.0 


19 


91.8 


82.5 


86.0 


58.9 


94.2 


92.3 


88.5 


97.6 


95.1 


100.0 


90.5 


I15BA 


96.7 


97.0 


100.0 


80.1 


93.1 


100.0 


97.7 


98.9 


97.4 


100.0 


100.0 


I15BB 


96.4 


96.7 


100.0 


78.6 


90.7 


100.0 


97.5 


98.9 


99.0 


100.0 


100.0 


I15BE 


93.5 


96.4 


96.4 


70.1 


91.1 


100.0 


94.0 


100.0 


96.1 


100.0 


100.0 


I15BF 


95.8 


98.6 


100.0 


78.3 


90.8 


100.0 


96.5 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


I15BG 


83.2 


81.4 


97.5 


51.7 


69.3 


100.0 


88.1 


96.7 


78.8 


100.0 


88.0 


I19A 


90.8 


86.3 


81.3 


76.9 


96.1 


100.0 


89.0 


92.4 


94.9 


100.0 


81.7 


I19B 


90.8 


86.3 


81.3 


76.9 


96.1 


100.0 


89.0 


92.4 


94.9 


100.0 


81.7 


I19C 


91.3 


86.3 


82.0 


76.9 


96.7 


100.0 


89.9 


93.9 


95.2 


100.0 


81.7 


I19D 


91.1 


86.3 


82.0 


76.9 


96.3 


100.0 


89.9 


93.3 


95.2 


100.0 


81.7 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Table 1-6. Summary of institution item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


I2A 


Full-time numbers: faculty, fall 
2002 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I2B 


Full-time numbers: changed 
from part to full time, 2002-03 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I2C 


Full-time numbers: hired, 
2002-03 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I2D 


Full-time numbers: retired, 
2002-03 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I2E 


Full-time numbers: left for other 
reasons, 2002-03 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I2F 


Full-time numbers: changed 
from full to part time, 2002-03 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.04 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


14 


Full-time tenure: number 
considered for tenure, 2002-03 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


6.25 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


15 


Full-time tenure: number 
granted tenure, 2002-03 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


6.25 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-6. Summary of institution item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


I7A 


Full-time tenure: changed 
tenure policy 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


25.00 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I7B 


Full-time tenure: more stringent 
tenure standards 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


25.00 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I7C 


Full-time tenure: downsized 
tenured faculty 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


25.00 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I7D 


Full-time tenure: replaced 
tenured with fixed term 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


25.00 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I7E 


Full-time tenure: offered early 
retirement 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


0.01 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


25.00 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I7E2 


Full-time tenure: number early 
retirees, last 5 years 
























Mean estimated bias 




0.13 


0.09 


0.01 


0.17 


0.50 


0.14 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




0.10 


0.07 


# 


0.22 


0.42 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




7.69 


6.25 


# 


6.25 


12.50 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


19 


Full-time faculty: positions 
sought to fill, fall 2003 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


0.08 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


0.05 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


6.25 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I15BA 


Part-time benefit: medical 
insurance subsidized 
























Mean estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table 1-6. Summary of institution item nonresponse bias analysis before weight adjustments, overall and by institution type: 2004 — 
Continued 







All 






Public 








Private not-for-profit 






Variable 


Variable label 


faculty 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's 


Associate's 


Other 


Doctor's 


Master's 


Bachelor's Associate's 


Other 


I15BB 

Mean estimated bias 


Part-time benefit: dental 
insurance subsidized 


t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I15BE 

Mean estimated bias 


Part-time benefit: child care 
subsidized 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


56.25 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I15BF 

Mean estimated bias 


Part-time benefit: retiree 
medical insurance subsidized 


t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


I15BG 

Mean estimated bias 


Part-time benefit: cafeteria- 
style plan subsidized 


0.11 


0.09 


t 


0.08 


0.35 


t 


t 


t 


0.11 


t 


t 


Median estimated bias 




0.08 


0.04 


t 


# 


# 


t 


t 


t 


# 


t 


t 


Percent significant bias 




# 


18.75 


t 


25.00 


# 


t 


t 


t 


18.75 


t 


t 


I19A 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergraduate instruction: 
percent full-time faculty 


t 


t 


0.05 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


# 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


# 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


12.50 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


# 


I19B 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergraduate instruction: 
percent part-time faculty 


t 


t 


0.05 


0.06 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


# 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


# 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


12.50 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


# 


I19C 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergraduate instruction: 
percent teaching assistants 


t 


t 


0.05 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


# 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


# 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


12.50 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


# 


I19D 

Mean estimated bias 


Undergraduate instruction: 
percent other 


t 


t 


0.05 


0.07 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


0.02 


Median estimated bias 




t 


t 


# 


0.03 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


# 


Percent significant bias 




t 


t 


12.50 


12.50 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


t 


# 



t Not applicable. 

# Rounds to zero. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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1.4 Bias Reduction due to imputation 

Bias resulting from missing data can occur at the unit level due to differential 
nonresponse or undercoverage, while bias at the item level is often due to unanswered questions 
or inconsistent responses that are typically set to missing once they fail edit checks. Section 1.2 
described measures taken to reduce bias due to unit nonresponse, while this section evaluates 
how well the imputation succeeded in reducing bias for items with a weighted response rate of 
less than 85 percent (using weights prior to nonresponse adjustment) by estimating bias before 
and after imputation. For continuous variables, the estimated bias was calculated as the mean 
before imputation minus the mean after imputation. For categorical variables, the estimated bias 
was computed for each category as the percentage of faculty members in that category before 
imputation minus the corresponding percentage after imputation. The estimated bias was then 
tested (adjusting for multiple comparisons) to determine if the bias was significant at the 5 
percent level. A categorical variable was considered significantly biased if the bias for any of its 
categories was significant. The results for faculty items are shown in table 1-7 for continuous 
variables and table 1-8 for categorical variables. 



Table 1-7. Faculty item nonresponse bias analysis for continuous variables, before and after 
imputation: 2004 



Item 


Mean 




Bias 




Significant 


Before imputation 


After imputation 


Estimated 


Relative 


Q37A2 


13.68 


13.65 


0.03 


0.002 


N 


Q37A3 


13.80 


13.73 


0.07 


0.005 


Y 


Q37A4 


13.73 


13.64 


0.10 


0.007 


Y 


Q37A5 


13.68 


13.52 


0.16 


0.012 


Y 


Q37B2 


3.05 


3.06 


0.00 


-0.001 


N 


Q37B3 


2.95 


2.94 


0.01 


0.002 


N 


Q37B4 


2.81 


2.80 


0.01 


0.003 


N 


Q37B5 


2.70 


2.69 


0.01 


0.004 


N 


Q37C2 


3.94 


3.95 


-0.01 


-0.003 


N 


Q37C3 


3.85 


3.88 


-0.03 


-0.008 


N 


Q37C4 


3.85 


3.83 


0.02 


0.005 


N 


Q37C5 


3.95 


3.99 


-0.04 


-0.010 


N 


Q37D2 


25.36 


25.42 


-0.06 


-0.002 


N 


Q37D3 


23.37 


23.32 


0.05 


0.002 


N 


Q37D4 


22.65 


22.82 


-0.17 


-0.008 


N 


Q37D5 


21.40 


21.75 


-0.36 


-0.016 


N 


Q65 


66.13 


66.36 


-0.23 


-0.004 


Y 


Q66A 


43,383.00 


42,799.04 


583.90 


0.014 


Y 


Q66B 


3,210.20 


3,220.17 


-9.93 


-0.003 


N 


Q66C 


2,631.30 


2,819.71 


-188.39 


-0.067 


Y 


Q66D 


2,602.80 


2,509.66 


93.17 


0.037 


Y 


Q66E 


11,247.00 


10,760.89 


486.00 


0.045 


Y 


Q66F 


6,480.60 


6,499.25 


-18.68 


-0.003 


N 


Q69 


1,921.30 


1,978.28 


-56.95 


-0.029 


N 



NOTE: None of the items with less than 85 percent response rate were included in the abbreviated questionnaire, 
which consisted of items 1-28 and 71-81. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Tabie i-8. 


Facuity item nonresponse bias anaiysis for categoricai variabies, before and after 
imputation: 2004 


Item 


Response 


Percent distribution 


Bias 




Significant 


Category^ 


Before 


After 


Estimated 


Relative 


C37E2 


1 


82.09 


81.60 


0.49 


0.01 


Y 


C37E2 


2 


14.21 


14.29 


-0.08 


-0.01 


N 


C37E2 


3 


3.70 


4.11 


-0.41 


-0.10 


Y 


C37E3 


1 


84.51 


84.38 


0.13 


0.00 


N 


C37E3 


2 


12.58 


12.42 


0.16 


0.01 


N 


C37E3 


3 


2.91 


3.20 


-0.29 


-0.09 


Y 


C37E4 


1 


88.25 


87.78 


0.47 


0.01 


N 


C37E4 


2 


9.27 


9.33 


-0.06 


-0.01 


N 


C37E4 


3 


2.48 


2.89 


-0.41 


-0.14 


Y 


C37E5 


1 


91.09 


90.09 


1.00 


0.01 


Y 


C37E5 


2 


6.30 


6.59 


-0.29 


-0.04 


N 


C37E5 


3 


2.61 


3.32 


-0.71 


-0.21 


Y 


C37F3 


0 


91.17 


90.83 


0.33 


0.00 


Y 


C37F3 


1 


8.83 


9.17 


-0.33 


-0.04 


Y 


C37F4 


0 


92.03 


91.94 


0.08 


0.00 


N 


C37F4 


1 


7.97 


8.06 


-0.08 


-0.01 


N 


C37F5 


0 


92.60 


91.98 


0.62 


0.01 


Y 


C37F5 


1 


7.40 


8.02 


-0.62 


-0.08 


Y 


C56 


1 


42.74 


42.78 


-0.03 


0.00 


N 


C56 


2 


21.82 


21.50 


0.32 


0.01 


N 


C56 


3 


10.76 


10.64 


0.13 


0.01 


N 


C56 


4 


15.42 


15.56 


-0.15 


-0.01 


N 


C56 


5 


9.26 


9.52 


-0.26 


-0.03 


N 


C68 


1 


37.81 


36.87 


0.95 


0.03 


Y 


C68 


2 


33.54 


33.17 


0.38 


0.01 


N 


C68 


3 


8.92 


9.36 


-0.44 


-0.05 


Y 


C68 


4 


19.73 


20.61 


-0.89 


-0.04 


Y 


C70B 


1 


3.01 


2.71 


0.30 


0.11 


Y 


C70B 


2 


11.87 


11.21 


0.66 


0.06 


Y 


C70B 


3 


22.09 


21.54 


0.55 


0.03 


Y 


C70B 


4 


20.24 


20.61 


-0.37 


-0.02 


N 


C70B 


5 


24.91 


25.66 


-0.75 


-0.03 


Y 


C70B 


6 


9.55 


9.91 


-0.36 


-0.04 


Y 


C70B 


7 


6.24 


6.22 


0.02 


0.00 


N 


C70B 


8 


2.10 


2.14 


-0.04 


-0.02 


N 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 



The above analyses were repeated for institution items as well, the analogous results of 
whieh are summarize in tables 1-9 and I-IO. Again, for eontinuous variables, the estimated bias 
was ealeulated as the mean before imputation minus the mean after imputation, while for 
eategorieal variables, the estimated bias was eomputed for eaeh eategory as the pereentage of 
institutions in that eategory before imputation minus the eorresponding pereentage after 
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imputation. The estimated bias was then tested (adjusting for multiple eomparisons) to determine 
if the bias was signifieant at the 5 pereent level. 



Table 1-9. Institution item nonresponse bias analysis for continuous variables, before and after 
imputation: 2004 





Mean 




Bias 


Significant 


Variable 


Before Imputation 


After Imputation 


Estimated 


Relative 




C37A2 


13.68 


13.65 


0.03 


0.00 


N 


C37A3 


13.80 


13.73 


0.07 


0.01 


Y 


C37A4 


13.73 


13.64 


0.10 


0.01 


Y 


C37A5 


13.68 


13.52 


0.16 


0.01 


Y 


C37B2 


3.05 


3.06 


0.00 


0.00 


N 


C37B3 


2.95 


2.94 


0.01 


0.00 


N 


C37B4 


2.81 


2.80 


0.01 


0.00 


N 


C37B5 


2.70 


2.69 


0.01 


0.00 


N 


C37C2 


3.94 


3.95 


-0.01 


0.00 


N 


C37C3 


3.85 


3.88 


-0.03 


-0.01 


N 


C37C4 


3.85 


3.83 


0.02 


0.01 


N 


C37C5 


3.95 


3.99 


-0.04 


-0.01 


N 


C37D2 


25.36 


25.42 


-0.06 


0.00 


N 


C37D3 


23.37 


23.32 


0.05 


0.00 


N 


C37D4 


22.65 


22.82 


-0.17 


-0.01 


N 


C37D5 


21.40 


21.75 


-0.36 


-0.02 


N 


C65 


66.13 


66.36 


-0.23 


0.00 


Y 


C66A 


43383.00 


42799.04 


583.90 


0.01 


Y 


C66B 


3210.20 


3220.17 


-9.93 


0.00 


N 


C66C 


2631.30 


2819.71 


-188.39 


-0.07 


Y 


C66D 


2602.80 


2509.66 


93.17 


0.04 


Y 


C66E 


11247.00 


10760.89 


486.00 


0.05 


Y 


C66F 


6480.60 


6499.25 


-18.68 


0.00 


N 


C69 


1921.30 


1978.28 


-56.95 


-0.03 


N 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Tabie i-10. institution item nonresponse bias anaiysis for categoricai variabies, before and after 
imputation: 2004 



Variable 




Percent distribution 


Bias 




Significant 


Category 


Before Imputation 


After Imputation 


Estimated 


Relative 


C15 


1 


70.23 


68.96 


1.27 


0.02 


Y 


015 


2 


10.17 


11.67 


-1.50 


-0.13 


Y 


015 


3 


19.60 


19.37 


0.23 


0.01 


N 


Q37E2 


1 


82.09 


81.60 


0.49 


0.01 


Y 


Q37E2 


2 


14.21 


14.29 


-0.08 


-0.01 


N 


Q37E2 


3 


3.70 


4.11 


-0.41 


-0.10 


Y 


Q37E3 


1 


84.51 


84.38 


0.13 


0.00 


N 


Q37E3 


2 


12.58 


12.42 


0.16 


0.01 


N 


Q37E3 


3 


2.91 


3.20 


-0.29 


-0.09 


Y 


Q37E4 


1 


88.25 


87.78 


0.47 


0.01 


N 


Q37E4 


2 


9.27 


9.33 


-0.06 


-0.01 


N 


Q37E4 


3 


2.48 


2.89 


-0.41 


-0.14 


Y 


Q37E5 


1 


91.09 


90.09 


1.00 


0.01 


Y 


Q37E5 


2 


6.30 


6.59 


-0.29 


-0.04 


N 


Q37E5 


3 


2.61 


3.32 


-0.71 


-0.21 


Y 


Q37F2 


0 


88.48 


88.04 


0.44 


0.01 


Y 


Q37F2 


1 


11.52 


11.96 


-0.44 


-0.04 


Y 


Q37F3 


0 


91.17 


90.83 


0.33 


0.00 


Y 


Q37F3 


1 


8.83 


9.17 


-0.33 


-0.04 


Y 


Q37F4 


0 


92.03 


91.94 


0.08 


0.00 


N 


Q37F4 


1 


7.97 


8.06 


-0.08 


-0.01 


N 


Q37F5 


0 


92.60 


91.98 


0.62 


0.01 


Y 


Q37F5 


1 


7.40 


8.02 


-0.62 


-0.08 


Y 


056 


1 


42.74 


42.78 


-0.03 


0.00 


N 


056 


2 


21.82 


21.50 


0.32 


0.01 


N 


056 


3 


10.76 


10.64 


0.13 


0.01 


N 


056 


4 


15.42 


15.56 


-0.15 


-0.01 


N 


056 


5 


9.26 


9.52 


-0.26 


-0.03 


N 


068 


1 


37.81 


36.87 


0.95 


0.03 


Y 


068 


2 


33.54 


33.17 


0.38 


0.01 


N 


068 


3 


8.92 


9.36 


-0.44 


-0.05 


Y 


068 


4 


19.73 


20.61 


-0.89 


-0.04 


Y 


Q70B 


1 


3.01 


2.71 


0.30 


0.11 


Y 


Q70B 


2 


11.87 


11.21 


0.66 


0.06 


Y 


Q70B 


3 


22.09 


21.54 


0.55 


0.03 


Y 


Q70B 


4 


20.24 


20.61 


-0.37 


-0.02 


N 


Q70B 


5 


24.91 


25.66 


-0.75 


-0.03 


Y 


Q70B 


6 


9.55 


9.91 


-0.36 


-0.04 


Y 


Q70B 


7 


6.24 


6.22 


0.02 


0.00 


N 


Q70B 


8 


2.10 


2.14 


-0.04 


-0.02 


N 


Q82D 


1 


58.09 


57.76 


0.33 


0.01 


N 


Q82D 


2 


33.87 


34.09 


-0.22 


-0.01 


N 


Q82D 


3 


6.06 


6.16 


-0.11 


-0.02 


N 


Q82D 


4 


1.99 


1.99 




0.00 


N 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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1.5 Temporal Analysis 

Additionally, potential bias due to nonresponse was assessed by eomparing the data 
obtained from those who responded earlier in the field period against late respondents. 
Speeifieally, the pattern of mean response in referenee to the date surveys were seeured was 
modeled for various faculty subdomains for each of the following institution sectors: 

• two-year institutions; 

• four-year doctoral institutions; and 

• four-year non-doctoral institutions. 

Moreover, these response patterns were modeled at the overall level regardless of 
institution sector as well. 

For this purpose, the length of the field period was divided into the following mutually 
exclusive and exhaustive nine milestones: 

• before the early response incentive period ended — day 1 to day 28; 

• day 29 to day 60; 

• day 61 to day 90; 

• day 91 to day 120; 

• day 121 to day 150; 

• day 151 to day 180; 

• day 181 to day 210; 

• day 21 1 to day 240; and 

• beyond day 240 — when the abbreviated questionnaire was administered after 
September 14, 2004. 

Subsequently, the pattern of mean response was modeled for subdomains of faculty and 
instructional staff by institution sector and overall including: 

• percentage of full-time faculty whose principal activity is teaching; 

• percentage of full-time faculty whose highest degree is a Ph.D.; 

• percentage of part-time faculty whose highest degree is a Ph.D.; 

• mean age of full-time faculty; 

• percentage of faculty responding via computer assisted telephone interview (CATI); 

• percentage of faculty responding via the Web; 

• percentage of male faculty; and 

• percentage of female faculty. 

The mean response rates remain monotonous across time in virtually all cases. In 
particular, these rates display few or no fluctuations between the early and late field periods. 
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Table I-l 1 displays the faeulty response over time based on institution type and elassifieation; 
table 1-12 displays responses based on mean age and ineome. 

Sinee no signifioant differenees were found at the nominal 5 pereent level, this suggests 
that no diseernible bias has been introdueed by seeuring survey responses late in the field period. 
The only differenees that were signifieant were those eomparing pereentages of faeulty 
responding via CATI or the Web at the beginning to those at the last period of data oolleetion. 
Figures I-l and 1-2 provide a visual summary of the results for CATI and Web responses; on 
eaeh graph the plotted lines refleet the eumulative mean response rates (unweighted) for the 
speeifie subdomain of faeulty members, overall and by institution seetor. However, sueh 
differenees are intuitive, as during the first part of the field period (day 1 to 28) faeulty members 
were offered ineentives to eomplete the survey via the Web and no outbound ealls were made to 
seeure responses by CATI. 

Tabie i-11. Cumuiative facuity response rates by facuity and institution characteristics, by date: 
2004 



Response time in days 



Facuity/institution type 


<=28 


<=60 


<=90 


<=120 


<=150 


<=180 


<=210 


<=240 


SEP14+ 



Fuii-time facuity whose principai 
activity is teaching 



2-year 


82.1 


84.8 


82.2 


83.9 


87.5 


93.8 


92.3 


100.0 


88.6 


Doctorai 


51.8 


53.1 


50.3 


47.9 


48.4 


39.7 


47.6 


22.2 


52.1 


Nondoctorai 


80.0 


78.3 


78.4 


83.5 


70.4 


61.1 


100.0 


100.0 


82.9 


Overaii 


63.5 


65.4 


62.6 


62.2 


61.1 


53.3 


71.4 


63.2 


67.1 


Fuii-time facuity whose highest 
degree is a Ph.D. 


2-year 


53.9 


44.2 


34.5 


28.2 


26.5 


12.9 


24.5 


20.0 


34.9 


Doctorai 


83.1 


76.3 


70.1 


67.8 


61.5 


52.7 


53.8 


52.9 


68.0 


Nondoctorai 


74.5 


60.9 


55.0 


55.2 


45.4 


32.7 


34.8 


60.0 


57.7 


Overaii 


74.8 


63.4 


56.0 


52.8 


45.5 


31.8 


36.5 


40.4 


55.6 


Part-time facuity whose highest 
degree is a Ph.D. 


2-year 


46.1 


55.8 


65.5 


71.8 


73.5 


87.1 


75.5 


80.0 


65.1 


Doctorai 


16.9 


23.7 


29.9 


32.2 


38.5 


47.3 


46.2 


47.1 


32.0 


Nondoctorai 


25.5 


39.1 


45.0 


44.8 


54.6 


67.3 


65.2 


40.0 


42.3 


Overaii 


25.2 


36.6 


44.0 


47.2 


54.5 


68.2 


63.5 


59.6 


44.4 


Fuii-time facuity who teach 
undergraduates 


2-year 


97.4 


97.0 


95.3 


99.1 


98.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


96.4 


Doctorai 


67.7 


67.0 


65.7 


64.9 


60.6 


62.1 


71.4 


55.6 


74.7 


Nondoctorai 


93.9 


93.2 


95.3 


93.7 


92.6 


88.9 


100.0 


100.0 


85.8 


Overaii 


78.8 


79.2 


78.0 


77.3 


75.1 


73.9 


85.7 


78.9 


81.7 


Fuii-time facuity whose highest 
degree is a Ph.D. 


2-year 


18.6 


18.3 


14.2 


14.3 


16.1 


12.5 


15.4 


25.0 


17.5 


Doctorai 


71.2 


67.6 


65.3 


65.1 


62.6 


70.7 


57.1 


33.3 


65.6 


Nondoctorai 


64.7 


61.7 


58.2 


62.7 


55.6 


61.1 


87.5 


83.3 


57.1 


Overaii 


61.6 


56.5 


54.3 


56.1 


51.3 


58.7 


50.0 


47.4 


54.4 


Part-time facuity whose highest 
degree is a Ph.D. 


2-year 


9.8 


8.4 


6.2 


9.8 


11.0 


13.0 


10.0 


18.8 


9.7 


Doctorai 


30.0 


31.5 


27.4 


28.0 


21.6 


15.4 


27.8 


25.0 


35.1 


Nondoctorai 


21.5 


19.9 


20.7 


22.7 


24.6 


16.2 


26.7 


75.0 


25.6 


Overaii 


20.1 


18.4 


16.4 


18.3 


17.0 


14.2 


17.8 


28.6 


21.8 



See notes at end of tabie. 
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Table 1-11. Cumulative faculty response rates by faculty and institution characteristics, by date: 
2004 — Continued 



Response time in days 



Facuity/institution type 


<=28 


<=60 


<=90 


<=120 


<=150 


<=180 


<=210 


<=240 


SEP14+ 


Fuii-time facuity who are tenured 


2-year 


44.1 


52.4 


46.2 


53.6 


42.9 


62.5 


46.2 


75.0 


53.0 


Doctorai 


45.6 


51.8 


45.3 


45.0 


45.8 


51.7 


52.4 


22.2 


52.1 


Nondoctorai 


42.5 


46.4 


43.7 


42.4 


27.8 


38.9 


75.0 


66.7 


47.1 


Overaii 


44.6 


50.6 


45.1 


45.8 


41.5 


51.1 


54.8 


47.4 


50.9 


Fuii-time facuity who are Flispanic 


2-year 


9.6 


12.2 


15.4 


10.7 


14.3 


12.5 


7.7 


9.6 


12.2 


Doctorai 


5.1 


4.6 


4.6 


7.6 


5.8 


6.9 


0.0 


5.1 


4.6 


Nondoctorai 


4.1 


4.8 


7.0 


6.3 


3.7 


0.0 


0.0 


4.1 


4.8 


Overaii 


5.5 


6.2 


7.2 


7.8 


7.2 


6.5 


2.4 


5.5 


6.2 


Part-time facuity who are Flispanic 


2-year 


10.8 


12.4 


12.8 


11.2 


5.2 


9.3 


10.0 


10.8 


12.4 


Doctoral 


6.0 


7.6 


8.3 


8.8 


8.2 


3.8 


5.6 


6.0 


7.6 


Nondoctorai 


4.8 


5.4 


1.7 


3.9 


7.7 


2.7 


6.7 


4.8 


5.4 


Overall 


7.5 


9.1 


8.7 


8.9 


6.6 


6.6 


8.2 


7.5 


9.1 


Full-time faculty who are Asian 


2-year 


5.7 


4.9 


6.5 


3.6 


10.7 


6.3 


7.7 


25.0 


4.2 


Doctoral 


8.0 


7.5 


8.5 


9.6 


9.0 


10.3 


14.3 


0.0 


11.2 


Nondoctorai 


5.6 


4.3 


4.7 


6.3 


7.4 


0.0 


12.5 


0.0 


5.0 


Overall 


7.0 


6.3 


7.3 


7.8 


9.1 


7.6 


11.9 


5.3 


8.2 


Part-time faculty who are Asian 


2-year 


3.4 


5.2 


5.9 


5.6 


7.7 


3.7 


2.5 


12.5 


3.9 


Doctoral 


5.1 


5.4 


3.9 


7.3 


6.2 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


7.4 


Nondoctorai 


3.6 


2.3 


5.7 


3.9 


6.2 


2.7 


0.0 


0.0 


5.1 


Overall 


4.1 


4.5 


5.2 


5.8 


6.9 


2.5 


1.4 


7.1 


5.3 


Full-time faculty who are Black 


2-year 


12.9 


19.0 


23.7 


18.8 


19.6 


25.0 


7.7 


25.0 


17.5 


Doctoral 


3.7 


6.0 


7.8 


6.1 


6.5 


3.4 


4.8 


0.0 


8.4 


Nondoctorai 


4.3 


9.4 


11.3 


8.2 


5.6 


16.7 


25.0 


0.0 


6.7 


Overall 


5.3 


9.4 


11.5 


8.7 


9.1 


9.8 


9.5 


5.3 


9.6 


Part-time faculty who are Black 


2-year 


15.9 


22.2 


16.8 


18.6 


22.6 


25.9 


27.5 


31.3 


24.6 


Doctoral 


3.4 


7.6 


5.2 


7.3 


4.1 


3.8 


16.7 


12.5 


10.0 


Nondoctorai 


6.3 


10.6 


8.6 


3.9 


10.8 


18.9 


13.3 


0.0 


8.5 


Overall 


9.0 


14.7 


11.2 


11.9 


14.5 


18.8 


21.9 


21.4 


15.9 


Full-time faculty holding a position 
outside of a postsecondary 
institution 


2-year 


18.6 


15.7 


18.9 


27.7 


14.3 


6.3 


7.7 


0.0 


25.9 


Doctoral 


7.5 


8.2 


9.3 


7.1 


9.7 


15.5 


4.8 


11.1 


9.6 


Nondoctorai 


12.2 


13.9 


15.5 


13.9 


9.3 


33.3 


25.0 


0.0 


14.6 


Overall 


10.4 


11.1 


12.5 


12.1 


10.6 


17.4 


9.5 


5.3 


13.9 


Faculty responding via CATI 


2-year 


4.6 


60.1 


56.0 


42.2 


24.2 


28.2 


38.5 


47.1 


28.9 


Doctoral 


6.1 


65.0 


56.6 


44.1 


44.5 


50.9 


47.8 


60.0 


38.0 


Nondoctorai 


6.2 


63.4 


56.4 


43.8 


38.3 


40.5 


48.7 


66.0 


34.3 


Overall 


10.1 


67.4 


56.7 


46.1 


51.7 


46.8 


56.6 


85.0 


39.2 



See notes at end of tabie. 
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Tabie i-11. Cumuiative facuity response rates by facuity and institution characteristics, by date: 
2004 — Continued 



Response time in days 



Facuity/institution type 


<=28 


<=60 


<=90 


<=120 


<=150 


<=180 


<=210 


<=240 


SEP14+ 


Facuity responding via web 


2-year 


89.9 


32.6 


43.3 


53.9 


48.3 


53.2 


43.4 


15.0 


60.8 


Doctorai 


95.4 


39.9 


44.0 


57.8 


75.8 


71.8 


61.5 


52.9 


71.1 


Nondoctorai 


93.9 


35.0 


43.4 


55.9 


55.5 


49.1 


52.2 


40.0 


62.0 


Overaii 


93.8 


36.6 


43.6 


56.2 


61.7 


59.5 


51.3 


34.0 


65.7 


Maie facuity 


2-year 


50.8 


50.4 


50.0 


47.6 


48.3 


49.2 


47.2 


60.0 


41.9 


Doctorai 


59.3 


63.5 


57.9 


56.7 


60.7 


57.3 


35.9 


52.9 


59.1 


Nondoctorai 


54.4 


55.8 


51.2 


53.1 


53.8 


52.7 


43.5 


40.0 


55.5 


Overaii 


56.3 


57.9 


53.9 


53.1 


54.8 


52.9 


42.6 


53.2 


53.1 


Femaie facuity 


2-year 


49.2 


49.6 


50.0 


52.4 


51.7 


50.8 


52.8 


40.0 


58.1 


Doctorai 


40.7 


36.5 


42.1 


43.3 


39.3 


42.7 


64.1 


47.1 


40.9 


Nondoctorai 


45.6 


44.2 


48.8 


46.9 


46.2 


47.3 


56.5 


60.0 


44.5 


Overaii 


43.7 


42.1 


46.1 


46.9 


45.2 


47.1 


57.4 


46.8 


46.9 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationai Center for Education Statistics, 2004 Nationai Study of Postsecondary Facuity 
(NSOPF:04). 



Tabie i-12. Mean age and income of facuity response, based on facuity and institution type, by 
date: 2004 



Response time in days 



Facuity/institution type 


<=28 


<=60 


<=90 


<=120 


<=150 


<=180 


<=210 


<=240 


SEP14+ 


Mean age of fuii-time facuity 


2-year 


49 


51 


50 


49 


49 


53 


53 


51 


49 


Doctorai 


49 


51 


50 


50 


49 


48 


49 


48 


51 


Nondoctorai 


49 


51 


50 


49 


49 


53 


54 


51 


51 


Cveraii 


49 


51 


50 


50 


49 


50 


51 


50 


51 


Mean age of part-time 
facuity 


2-year 


48 


49 


48 


49 


48 


48 


46 


48 


48 


Doctorai 


49 


51 


48 


49 


48 


48 


51 


43 


51 


Nondoctorai 


49 


50 


50 


50 


48 


51 


48 


59 


49 


Cveraii 


49 


50 


49 


49 


48 


49 


48 


48 


49 


Mean income of fuii-time 
facuity 


2-year 


$50,755 


$52,894 


$53,010 


$50,781 


$50,922 


$52,252 


$59,068 


$58,000 


$54,615 


Doctorai 


73,917 


76,051 


76,958 


79,292 


84,715 


81,778 


77,522 


106,238 


68,487 


Nondoctorai 


51,697 


53,476 


53,365 


51,533 


55,477 


56,922 


57,645 


68,975 


62,256 


Cveraii 


64,825 


66,070 


67,107 


68,097 


71,616 


71,780 


68,024 


84,315 


64,253 


Mean income of part-time 
facuity 


2-year 


9,047 


8,539 


9,005 


10,171 


8,107 


8,786 


10,139 


15,681 


10,610 


Doctorai 


15,800 


13,325 


15,330 


15,484 


12,566 


7,656 


8,196 


11,175 


13,440 


Nondoctorai 


9,493 


8,448 


9,852 


1 1 ,472 


7,352 


9,828 


15,847 


9,375 


12,679 


Cveraii 


1 1 ,598 


9,961 


11,215 


12,138 


9,316 


8,683 


10,833 


13,493 


12,032 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationai Center for Education Statistics, 2004 Nationai Study of Postsecondary Facuity 
(NSOPF:04). 
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Figure 1-1. Cumulative percentage of faculty responding via CATI, by selected types of 
institutions and response time 



Percent 



100 
80 
60 
40 
20 
0 

<=28 <=60 <=90 <=120 <=150 <=180 <=210 <=240 SEP14+ 



Response time in days 




2-year 

Doctorai 

. . . . Nondoctorai 



NOTE: The overaii percentage is not inciuded in this figure because it is indistinguishabie from the nondoctorai percentage. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationai Center for Education Statistics, 2004 Nationai Study of Postsecondary Facuity 
(NSOPF:04). 



Figure 1-2. Cumulative percentage of faculty responding via Web, by selected types of 
institutions and response time: 2004 



Percent 




Response time in days 



2-year 

Doctorai 

. . . . Nondoctorai 



NOTE: The overaii percentage is not inciuded in this figure because it is indistinguishabie from the nondoctorai percentage. 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationai Center for Education Statistics, 2004 Nationai Study of Postsecondary Facuity 
(NSOPF:04). 
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Table J-1. CIP code mapping 

Codes 



2004 



Label' 


1988 


1993 


1999 


General 

code 


Specific 

code 


CIP 


Agriculture, natural resources and related sciences 








1 






Agriculture and related sciences 


001,002 


101,102 


101,102 




101 


01 


Natural resources and conservation 


004,003 


110,103 


110,103 




102 


03 


Architecture and related services 








2 




04 


Architecture and related services 


005-009 


121-130 


121-130 




201 


04 


Area, ethnic, cultural, and gender studies 








3 




05 


Area, ethnic, cultural, and gender studies 


113 


544 


544 




301 


05 


Arts - visual and performing 








4 




50.0 


Art history, criticism, and conservation 


010 


141 


141 




401 


50.0703 


Commercial and advertising art 










408 


50.0402 


Dance 


012 


143 


143 




409 


50.03 


Design and applied arts 


013 


144 


144 




402 


50.04 


Drama/theatre arts and stagecraft 


014 


145 


145 




403 


50.05 


Fllm/video and photographic arts 


015 


146 


146 




410 


50.06 


Fine and studio art 


016 


147 


147 




404 


50.0702 


Music, general 


017 


148 


148 




405 


50.0901 


Music history, literature, and theory 


018 


149 


149 




406 


50.0902 


Visual and performing arts, other 


011,019 


142,150 


142,150 




407 


50.99 


Biological and biomedical sciences 








5 




26 


Biochemistry, biophysics and molecular biology 


094 


391 


391 




501 


26.02 


Botany/plant biology 




393 


393 




502 


26.03 


Genetics 




394 


394 




503 


26.08 


Microbiological sciences and Immunology 


098 


395,396 


395,396 




504 


26.05 


Physiology, pathology, and related sciences 


099 


397 


397 




505 


26.09 


Zoology/animal biology 


091,093,100 


398 


398 




506 


26.07 


Biological and biomedical sciences, other 




392,400 


392,400 




507 


26.99 


Business, management, marketing, and related 








6 




52 


support services 














Accounting and related services 


020 


161 


161 




601 


52.03 


Business administration, management, and 


022 


163 


163 




602 


52.02 


operations 














Business operations support and assistant 


023 


164 


164 




603 


52.04 


services 














Finance and financial management services 


021 


162 


162 




604 


52.08 


Human resources management and services 


024,025 


165,166 


165,166 




605 


52.10 


Management Information systems and services 










608 


52.12 


Marketing 


026 


167 


167 




606 


52.14 


Business, management, marketing, and related 


027 


170 


170 




607 


52.99 


support services, other 














Communication, journalism, communication 








7 






technologies, and related programs 














Communication, journalism, and related 


028-030,032 


181- 


181- 




701 


09 


programs 




183,190 


183,190 








Communication technologles/techniclans and 


031 








702 


10 


support services 




184 


184 









See notes at end of table. 
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Table J-1. CIP code mapping — Continued 

Codes 



2004 



Label' 


1988 


1993 


1999 


General 

code 


Specific 

code 


CIP 


Computer and Information sciences and support 








8 




11 


services 














Computer/Information technology administration 


033 


201 


201 




801 


11.10 


and management 














Computer programming 


034 


202 


202 




802 


11.02 


Computer science 










803 


11.07 


Computer software and media applications 










804 


11.08 


Computer systems analysis 


036 


204 


204 




805 


11.05 


Computer systems networking and 










806 


11.09 


telecommunications 














Data entry/microcomputer applications 










807 


11.06 


Data processing 


035 


203 


203 




808 


11.03 


Information science/studies 










809 


11.04 


Computer and Information sciences and support 


037 


210 


210 




810 


11.99 


services, other 














Construction trades 








9 




46 


Construction trades 


122-125 


601-610 


601-610 




901 


46 


Education 








10 




13 


Bilingual, multilingual, and multicultural education 


040 


223 


223 




1013 


13.02 


Curriculum and Instruction 


041 


224 


224 




1001 


13.03 


Educational administration and supervision 


042 


225 


225 




1002 


13.04 


Educational assessment, evaluation, and research 


043 


226 


226 




1014 


13.06 


Educatlonal/lnstructlonal media design 










1003 


13.05 


Higher education/higher education administration 






228 




1015 


13.0406 


Special education and teaching 


045 


228 


229 




1004 


13.10 


Student counseling and personnel services 


046 


229 


230 




1005 


13.11 


Education, other 


038,039 


221,222 


221,222 




1006 


13.99 




044,047 


227,230 


227,231 




1007 


13.1210 


Teacher education: Early childhood education and 


048 


241 


241 








teaching 










1008 


13.1202 


Teacher education: Elementary education and 


049 


242 


242 








teaching 










1009 


13.1205 


Teacher education: Secondary education and 


050 


243 


243 








teaching 










1010 


13.1201 


Teacher education: Adult and continuing 


051 


244 


244 








education and teaching 










1011 


13.1299 


Teacher education: Specific levels, other 


052 


245 


245 




1012 


13.13 


Teacher education: Specific subject areas 


053 


250 


250 








Engineering, engineering technologles/techniclans 








11 






Blomedical/medical engineering 










1101 


14.05 


Chemical engineering 




265 


265 




1102 


14.07 


Civil engineering 


055 


262 


262 




1103 


14.08 


Computer engineering 










1104 


14.09 


Electrical, electronics, and communications 


056 


263 


263 




1105 


14.10 


engineering 














Engineering technologles/techniclans 


059 


280 


280 




1106 


15 


Environmental/environmental health engineering 










1107 


14.14 


Mechanical engineering 


507 


264 


264 




1108 


14.19 


Engineering, other 


054,058 


261,270 


261,270 




1109 


14.99 


English language and llterature/letters 








12 




23 


English language and llterature/letters 


060-067 


291-300 


291-300 




1201 


23 


Family and consumer sclences/human sciences 








13 




19 


Family and consumer sclences/human sciences 


087 


350 


350 




1301 


19 



See notes at end of table. 
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Appendix J. CIP Code Mapping 



Table J-1. CIP code mapping — Continued 


Codes 


Label' 


1988 


1993 


1999 


2004 

General 

code 


1 

Specific 

code 


CIP 


Foreign languages, literatures, and linguistics 








14 




16 


Foreign languages, literatures, and linguistics 


068-077 


311-320 


311-320 




1401 


16 


Flealth professions and related clinical sciences 








15 




51 


Alternative and complementary medicine and 










1501 


51.33 


medical systems 














Chiropractic 










1502 


51.01 


Cllnical/medical laboratory science and allied 










1503 


51.10 


professions 














Dental support services and allied professions 










1504 


51.06 


Dentistry 


079 


332 


332 




1505 


51.04 


Health and medical administrative services 


080 


333 


333 




1506 


51.07 


Allied health and medical assisting services 


078 


331 


331 




1507 


51.08 


Allied health diagnostic. Intervention and 










1508 


51.09 


treatment professions 














Medicine, Including psychiatry 


081 


334 


334 




1509 


51.12 


Mental and social health services and allied 










1510 


51.15 


professions 














Nursing 


082 


335 


335 




1511 


51.16 


Optometry 










1512 


51.17 


Osteopathic medicine/osteopathy 










1513 


51.19 


Pharmacy, pharmaceutical sciences, and 


083 


336 


336 




1514 


51.20 


administration 














Podlatric medicine/podlatry 










1515 


51.21 


Public health 


C\OA 


007 


007 




-1 C -1 c 




Rehabilitation and therapeutic professions 


(Jo4 


66 f 


66 { 




lolb 

1517 


0l .22 
51 .23 


Veterinary medicine 


085 


338 


338 




1518 


51.24 


Health professions and related clinical services, 
other 


086 


340 


340 




1519 


51.99 


Legal professions and studies 








16 




22 


Law 


089 


370 


370 




1601 


22.01 


Legal support services 










1602 


22.03 


Legal professions and studies, other 










1603 


22.99 


Library science 








17 




25 


Library science 


090 


380 


380 




1701 


25 


Mathematics and statistics 


101 




390 


18 




27 


Mathematics 




430 






1801 


27.01 


Statistics 




440 






1802 


27.05 


Mechanical and repair technologles/techniclans 








19 




47 


Mechanical and repair technologles/techniclans 


128-131 


641-644 


641-644 




1901 


47 


Multl/Interdlscipllnary studies 








20 




30 


Multl/Interdlscipllnary studies 


103 


460 






2001 


30 


Parks, recreation, leisure, and fitness studies 


104 


470 




21 




31 


Parks, recreation and leisure studies 






430 




2101 


31.01 


Health and physical educatlon/fitness 






470 




2102 


31.05 


Precision production 








22 




48 


Precision production 


132-137 


661-670 


661-670 




2201 


48 


Personal and culinary services 








23 




12 


Culinary arts and related services 










2301 


12.05 


Personal services, other 


126,127 


621,630 


621,630 




2302 


12.99 



See notes at end of table. 



J-5 





Appendix J. CIP Code Mapping 



Table J-1. CIP code mapping — Continued 

Codes 

2004 



Label' 


1988 


1993 


1999 


General 

code 


Specific 

code 


CIP 


Philosophy, religion, and theology 


105 






24 






Philosophy 




480 


440 




2401 


38.01 


Religion/religious studies 




480 


441 




2402 


38.02 


Theology and religious vocations 




490 


442 




2403 


39 


Physical sciences 








25 




40 


Astronomy and astrophysics 


092 


411 


411 




2501 


40.02 


Atmospheric sciences and meteorology 










2502 


40.04 


Chemistry 


095 


412 


412 




2503 


40.05 


Geological and earth sciences/geosciences 


096 


414 


414 




2504 


40.06 


Physics 


097 


413 


413 




2505 


40.08 


Physical sciences, other 


100 


420 


420 




2506 


40.99 


Psychology 


106 


510 


510 


26 




42 


Behavioral psychology 










2601 


42.17 


Clinical psychology 










2602 


42.02 


Education/school psychology 










2603 


42.18 


Psychology, other 










2604 


42.99 


Public administration and social service professions 


108 


520 


520 


27 




44 


Public administration 










2701 


44.04 


Social work 










2702 


44.07 


Public administration and social service 










2703 


44.99 


professions, other 














Science technologies/technicians 








28 




41 


Science technologies/technicians 


109 


530 


530 




2801 


41 


Security and Protective services 


107 


500 


500 


29 




43 


Corrections 










2901 


43.0102 


Criminal justice 










2902 


43.0104 


Fire protection 










2903 


43.02 


Police science 










2904 


43.0107 


Security and protective services, other 










2905 


43.99 


Social sciences and history (except psychology) 








30 






Anthropology 


111 


542 


542 




3001 


45.02 


Archeology 


112 


543 


543 




3002 


45.03 


Criminology 










3003 


45.04 


Demography and population studies 


114 


545 


545 




3004 


45.05 


Economics 


115 


546 


546 




3005 


45.06 


Geography and cartography 


116 


547 


547 




3006 


45.07 


History 


117 


548 


548 




3007 


54.01 


International relations and affairs 


118 


549 


549 




3008 


45.09 


Political science and government 


119 


550 


550 




3009 


45.10 


Sociology 


120 


551 


551 




3010 


45.11 


Urban studies/affairs 










3011 


45.12 


Social sciences, other (except psychology) 


110,121 


541,560 


541,560 




3012 


45.99 


Transportation and materials moving 








31 




49 


Transportation and materials moving 


138-141 


681-690 


681-690 




3101 


49 


Other 








32 






Other 


102,999 


450,900 


900 




3201 


99.99 



The general categories used in the 2004 coding scheme are those on the left margin. The specific disciplines within each general 
category are indented. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:04). 
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Appendix K 

Analysis Variables 

Institution K-3 

Faculty K-9 



K-1 





Institution 



K-3 





Appendix K. Analysis Variables 



Table K-1. Institution Variables 

Variable name Prefix Label 

11 A Employment Employer Number full-time faculty, fall 2003, reported 

MB Employment Employer Number part-time faculty, fall 2003 



I2A 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I2B 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I2C 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I2D 


Employment_Employer 


Ful 


I2E 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I2F 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I2G 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I3 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I4 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I5 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I6 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I7A 


Employment_Employer 


Ful 


I7B 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I7C 


Employment_Employer 


Ful 


I7D 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I7E 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I7E2 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I8 


EmploymentEmployer 


Ful 


I9 


Employment_Employer 


Ful 


I10AA 


Employment_Benefits 


Ful 


I10AB 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


no AC 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOAD 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


I10AE 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


11 OAF 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOAG 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOBA 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOBB 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOBC 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOBD 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOBE 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOBF 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HOBG 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


H1A 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


H1B 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


MIC 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


HID 


Employment_Benefits 


Ful 


HIE 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


H1F 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


H1G 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


H1H 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 


Mil 


EmploymentBenefits 


Ful 



-time numbers: faculty, fall 2002 

-time numbers: changed from part to full time, 2002-03 

-time numbers: hired, 2002-03 

-time numbers: retired, 2002-03 

-time numbers: left for other reasons, 2002-03 

-time numbers: changed from full to part time, 2002-03 

-time numbers: faculty, fall 2003, calculated 

-time tenure: has tenure system 

-time tenure: number considered for tenure, 2002-03 

-time tenure: number granted tenure, 2002-03 

-time tenure: maximum years on tenure track 

-time tenure: changed tenure policy 

-time tenure: more stringent tenure standards 

-time tenure: downsized tenured faculty 

-time tenure: replaced tenured with fixed term 

-time tenure: offered early retirement 

-time tenure: number early retirees, last 5 years 

-time tenure: discontinued tenure system, last 5 years 

-time faculty: positions sought to fill, fall 2003 

-time benefit: medical insurance 

-time benefit: dental insurance 

-time benefit: disability insurance 

-time benefit: life insurance 

-time benefit: child care 

-time benefit: retiree medical insurance 

-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan 

-time benefit: medical insurance subsidized 

-time benefit: dental insurance subsidized 

-time benefit: disability insurance subsidized 

-time benefit: life insurance subsidized 

-time benefit: child care subsidized 

-time benefit: retiree medical insurance subsidized 

-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan subsidized 

-time benefit: wellness program 

-time benefit: spouse tuition remission 

-time benefit: children tuition remission 

-time benefit: housing 

-time benefit: transportation/parking 

-time benefit: paid maternity leave 

-time benefit: paid paternity leave 

-time benefit: paid sabbatical leave 

-time benefit: employee assistance program 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table K-1. Institution Variables — Continued 



Variable name Prefix 



Label 



112 

II 3A 

I13B 

I13C 

I13D 

I13E 

I13F 

I13G 

I13H 

114 

I15AA 

II SAB 

II SAC 

II SAD 

I1SAE 

II SAP 

II SAG 

I1SBA 

I1SBB 

HSBC 

I1SBD 

I1SBE 

I1SBF 

I1SBG 

I16A 

I16B 

I16C 

I16D 

I16E 

I16F 

I16G 

I16H 

1161 

117 

II 8A 

I18B 

I18C 

I18D 

I18E 

I18F 

I18G 

I18H 

II 9A 

I19B 



Employment Description Full-time faculty: union representation 
Employment Employer Full-time assessment: student evaluations 

Employment Employer Full-time assessment: student test scores 

Employment Employer Full-time assessment: student career placement 

Employment Employer Full-time assessment: other student performance 

Employment_Employer Full-time assessment: department chair evaluations 

Employment Employer Full-time assessment: dean evaluations 

Employment Employer Full-time assessment: peer evaluations 

Employment Employer Full-time assessment: self-evaluations 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: retirement plan 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: medical insurance 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: dental insurance 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: disability insurance 

Employment_Benefits Part-time benefit: life insurance 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: child care 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: retiree medical insurance 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: medical insurance subsidized 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: dental insurance subsidized 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: disability insurance subsidized 

Employment_Benefits Part-time benefit: life insurance subsidized 

Employment_Benefits Part-time benefit: child care subsidized 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: retiree medical insurance subsidized 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: cafeteria-style plan subsidized 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: wellness program 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: spouse tuition remission 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: children tuition remission 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: housing 

Employment_Benefits Part-time benefit: transportation/parking 

Employment_Benefits Part-time benefit: paid maternity leave 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: paid paternity leave 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: paid sabbatical leave 

Employment Benefits Part-time benefit: employee assistance program 

Employment Description Part-time faculty: union representation 
Employment Employer Part-time assessment: student evaluations 

Employment Employer Part-time assessment: student test scores 

Employment Employer Part-time assessment: student career placement 

Employment Employer Part-time assessment: other student performance 

Employment_Employer Part-time assessment: department chair evaluations 

Employment_Employer Part-time assessment: dean evaluations 

Employment Employer Part-time assessment: peer evaluations 

Employment Employer Part-time assessment: self-evaluations 

Employment Employer Undergraduate instruction: percent full-time faculty 
Employment_Employer Undergraduate instruction: percent part-time faculty 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table K-1. Institution Variables — Continued 



Variable name Prefix 



I19C 


EmploymentEmployer 


I19D 


EmploymentEmployer 


X01I1 


EmploymentEmployer 


X01I2 


EmploymentEmployer 


X02I2 


EmploymentEmployer 


X01I7 


Employment_Employer 


X01I12 


EmploymentDescription 


X01I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X02I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X03I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X04I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X05I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X06I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X07I13 


Employment_Employer 


X08I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X09I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X10I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X11I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X12I13 


EmploymentEmployer 


X01I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X02I18 


Employment_Employer 


X03I18 


Employment_Employer 


X04I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X05I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X06I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X07I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X08I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X09I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X10I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X11I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X12I18 


EmploymentEmployer 


X01Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


X02Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


X03Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


X04Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


X05Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


X06Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


X08Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


X09Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


X10Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


X11Q0 


InstitutionOther 


X12Q0 


InstitutionOther 


X13Q0 


InstitutionOther 


X14Q0 


Institution Other 



See notes at end of table. 



Label 

Undergraduate instruction: percent teaching assistants 

Undergraduate instruction: percent other 

Number total faculty, fall 2003 

Full-time numbers: total left 2002-03 

Full-time numbers: total new 2002-03 

Full-time tenure: any action taken last 5 years 

Any faculty represented by a union 

Full-time assessment: any student measure 

Full-time assessment: any administrative measure 

Full-time assessment, student evaluations, DK with No 

Full-time assessment, student test scores, DK with No 

Full-time assessment, student career placement, DK with No 

Full-time assessment, other measure of stud perf, DK with No 

Full-time assessment, dept/division chair eval, DKwith No 

Full-time assessment, dean evaluations, DKwith No 

Full-time assessment, peer evaluations, DK with No 

Full-time assessment, self evaluations, DKwith No 

Full-time assessment, any student measure, DK with No 

Full-time assessment, any admin measure, DK with No 

Part-time assessment: any student measure 

Part-time assessment: any administrative measure 

Part-time assessment, student evaluations, DK with No 

Part-time assessment, student test scores, DK with No 

Part-time assessment, student career placement, DK with No 

Part-time assessment, other measure of stud perf, DK with No 

Part-time assessment, dept/division chair eval, DKwith No 

Part-time assessment, dean evaluations, DK with No 

Part-time assessment, peer evaluations, DKwith No 

Part-time assessment, self evaluations, DK with No 

Part-time assessment, any student measure, DK with No 

Part-time assessment, any admin measure, DK with No 

1994 Carnegie (6 cat, all liberal arts) by control, selected cats 

1994 Carnegie (6 cat, private liberal arts) by control, selected cats 

1994 Carnegie (5 category) by control, selected categories 

1994 Carnegie (8 category) by control 

1994 Carnegie (10 category), separates I/ll 

1994 Carnegie, 4-year versus 2-year 

1994 Carnegie, doctoral/nondoctoral/2-yr by control 

Degree of urbanization 

Ratio of FTE enrollment/FTE faculty 

Enrollment, undergraduate 

Enrollment, undergraduate, collapsed 

Enrollment FTE, undergraduate 

Enrollment FTE, undergraduate, collapsed 
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Table K-1. 


Institution Variables- 


—Continued 


Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


X15C0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment, first-professional 


X16C0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment, first-professional, collapsed 


X17C0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment FTE, first-professional 


X18C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment FTE, first-professional, collapsed 


X19C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment, graduate 


X20C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment, graduate, collapsed 


X21C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment FTE, graduate 


X22C0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment FTE, graduate, collapsed 


X23C0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment, total 


X24C0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment, total, collapsed 


X25C0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment FTE, total 


X26C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment FTE, total, collapsed 


X27C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment minority, American Indian/ Alaska Native 


X28C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment minority, Asian/Pacific Islander 


X29C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment minority. Black non-Flispanic 


X30C0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment minority, Flispanic 


X31C0 


InstitutionOther 


Core expenses, instruction (in 1000’s) 


X32C0 


InstitutionOther 


Core expenses, instruction, collapsed 


X33C0 


InstitutionOther 


Core expenses, research (in 1000’s) 


X34C0 


InstitutionOther 


Core expenses, research, collapsed 


X35C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Core expenses, total (in 1000’s) 


X36C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Core expenses, total, collapsed 


X37C0 


lnstitution_Other 


Region where institution located 


X38C0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie, doctoral/nondoctoral/2-year 


X50C0 


InstitutionOther 


Percent of full-time faculty covered for retirement 


X51C0 


InstitutionOther 


Average expenditure per faculty member covered for retirement 


X100C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie Code, all categories 


X101C0 


lnstitution_Type 


Control, public versus private not-for-profit 


X102C0 


lnstitution_Type 


Level 4-year versus 2-year 


X103C0 


lnstitution_Type 


Control and level 


X104C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, 10 category 


X105C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, 9 category 


X106C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, 7 category 


X107C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, 5 category 


X109C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie, doctoral/nondoctoral 


X110C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code (10 category) by control 


X111C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie, 2-year versus 4-year 


X112C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie, doctoral/nondoctoral by control 


X113C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie, 2-year/4-year by control 


X120C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code (5 category) by control 


X121C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code (5 category) by control, selected categories 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Appendix K. Analysis Variables 



Table K-2. 


Faculty Variables 




Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


Q1 


EmploymentDescription 


Instructional duties, any 


Q2 


EmploymentDescription 


Instructional duties related to credit courses/activities 


Q3 


EmploymentDescription 


Faculty status 


Q4 


EmploymentDescription 


Principal activity 


Q5 


EmploymentDescription 


Employed full or part time at this institution 


Q6 


Employment_Description 


Part-time employment is primary employment 


Q8 


EmploymentDescription 


Part-time but preferred full-time position 


Q9 


EmploymentDescription 


Year began current job 


Q10 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank 


Q11 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank, year attained professor or associate professor 


Q12 


EmploymentDescription 


Tenure status 


Q13 


EmploymentDescription 


Tenure, year attained at any postsecondary institution 


Q14 


EmploymentDescription 


Union status 


Q15 


Employment_Description 


Union status, reason not a member 


Q16CD2 


EmploymentDescription 


Principal field of teaching-general code 


Q16CD4 


EmploymentDescription 


Principal field of teaching-specific code 


Q17A1 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree 


Q17A2 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree, date awarded 


Q17A3C2 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree field-general code 


Q17A3C4 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree field-specific code 


Q17A4ST 


Education_Attainment 


Highest degree institution-state 


Q17A4I 


Education_Attainment 


Highest degree institution-IPEDS 


Q17A4LEV 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree institution, level 


Q17A4CN 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree institution, control 


Q17A4CRN 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree institution, 2000 Carnegie (4 cat) by control, 
selected 


Q17A4CC 


Education_Attainment 


Highest degree institution, 2000 Carnegie code, 17 category 


Q17D1 


Education_Attainment 


Bachelor’s degree date awarded 


Q18 


EmploymentDescription 


Other current jobs, number of jobs 


Q19A1 


EmploymentDescription 


Other current jobs, full-time employment 


Q19B1 


EmploymentDescription 


Other current jobs, number in postsecondary instruction 


Q21 


EmploymentHistory 


First postsecondary job, current job is first 


Q23 


EmploymentHistory 


First postsecondary job, year began 


Q24 


EmploymentHistory 


First postsecondary job, part or full time 


Q26 


Employment_History 


First postsecondary job, tenure status 


Q27 


Employment_History 


Other jobs, any outside postsecondary since degree 


Q28 


EmploymentHistory 


Other jobs, sector of previous job 


Q31A 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Hours per week on paid tasks at institution 


Q31B 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Hours per week on unpaid tasks at institution 


Q31C 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Hours per week on paid tasks outside of institution 


Q31D 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Hours per week on unpaid tasks outside of institution 


Q32A 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Percent time spent on instruction, undergraduate 


Q32B 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Percent time spent on instruction, graduate/first-professional 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name Prefix 


Label 


Q32C 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Percent time spent on research activities 


Q32D 


EmploymentTime Allocation 


Percent time spent on other unspecified activities 


Q35A1 


I nstructionClassroomClasses 


Number of classes taught, credit 


Q35A2 


lnstruction_Classroom_Classes 


Number of classes taught, noncredit 


Q35B 


lnstruction_Classroom_Classes 


Number of classes taught, remedial 


Q35C 


lnstruction_Classroom_Classes 


Number of classes taught, distance education 


Q36 


lnstruction_Classroom_Assistants 


Teaching assistant in any credit class 


Q37A1 


lnstruction_Classroom_Weeks 


Number of weeks taught, 1®* credit class 


Q37B1 


Instruction Classroom Hours 


Number of credit hours, 1 class 


Q37C1 


lnstruction_Classroom_Hours 


Number of hours taught per week, 1®* class 


Q37D1 


lnstruction_Classroom_Students 


Number of students, 1®* class 


Q37E1 


lnstruction_Level 


Primary level of students, 1®' class 


Q37F1 


lnstruction_Classroom_Assistants 


Teaching assistant, 1^' class 


Q37A2 


lnstruction_Classroom_Weeks 


Number of weeks taught, 2 "'^ credit class 


Q37B2 


lnstruction_Classroom_Hours 


Number of credit hours, 2"'^ class 


Q37C2 


InstructionClassroomHours 


Number of hours taught per week, 2 "^ class 


Q37D2 


InstructionClassroomStudents 


Number of students, 2 "’^ class 


Q37E2 


InstructionLevel 


Primary level of students, 2"'^ class 


Q37F2 


InstructionClassroomAssistants 


Teaching assistant, 2"'^ class 


Q37A3 


InstructionClassroomWeeks 


Number of weeks taught, 3'^'^ credit class 


Q37B3 


lnstruction_Classroom_Hours 


Number of credit hours, 3^'^ class 


Q37C3 


lnstruction_Classroom_Hours 


Number of hours taught per week, 3'^'^ class 


Q37D3 


lnstruction_Classroom_Students 


Number of students, 3^'^ class 


Q37E3 


lnstruction_Level 


Primary level of students, 3'^'* class 


Q37F3 


lnstruction_Classroom_Assistants 


Teaching assistant, 3'^'* class 


Q37A4 


InstructionClassroomWeeks 


Number of weeks taught, 4*'^ credit class 


Q37B4 


InstructionClassroomHours 


Number of credit hours, 4*^ class 


Q37C4 


InstructionClassroomHours 


Number of hours taught per week, 4'^ class 


Q37D4 


lnstruction_Classroom_Students 


Number of students, 4*^ class 


Q37E4 


lnstruction_Level 


Primary level of students, 4*'^ class 


Q37F4 


lnstruction_Classroom_Assistants 


Teaching assistant, 4*'^ class 


Q37A5 


lnstruction_Classroom_Weeks 


Number of weeks taught, 5*^ credit class 


Q37B5 


lnstruction_Classroom_Hours 


Number of credit hours, 5*^ class 


Q37C5 


InstructionClassroomHours 


Number of hours taught per week, 5*'^ class 


Q37D5 


InstructionClassroomStudents 


Number of students, 5*^ class 


Q37E5 


InstructionLevel 


Primary level of students, 5 '*' class 


Q37F5 


lnstruction_Classroom_Assistants 


Teaching assistant, S**' class 


Q38A 


lnstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, multiple choice midterm/final exams 


Q38B 


I nstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, essay midterm/final exams 


Q38C 


lnstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, short answer midterm/final exams 


Q38D 


I nstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, term/research papers 


Q38E 


lnstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, multiple drafts of written work 


Q38F 


I nstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, oral presentations 


Q38G 


lnstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, group projects 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


Q38H 


I nstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, student evaluations of each others’ work 


Q38I 


lnstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, laboratory/shop/studio assignments 


Q38J 


I nstruction_Methods 


Undergrad class, service learn/co-op interactions with 
business 


Q39 


TechnologyUse 


Website for any instructional duties 


Q41 


TechnologyUse 


Flours per week, e-mailing students 


Q46 


Instructionindividual 


Individual instruction, any 


Q47A1 


Instructionindividual 


Individual instruction, number undergraduate students 


Q47A2 


Instructionindividual 


Individual instruction, number graduate students 


Q47A3 


lnstruction_lndividual 


Individual instruction, number first-professional students 


Q47B1 


Instructionjndividual 


Individual instruction, hours with undergraduates 


Q47B2 


Instructionjndividual 


Individual instruction, hours with graduate students 


Q47B3 


Instructionindividual 


Individual instruction, hours with first-professional students 


Q48 


Instructionindividual 


Flours per week, thesis/dissertation committees 


Q49 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Flours per week, administrative committees 


Q50 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Flours per week, with advisees 


Q51 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Flours per week, office hours 


Q52AA 


Scholarship_Publications 


Career articles, refereed journals 


Q52AB 


Scholarship_Publications 


Career articles, nonrefereed journals 


Q52AC 


Scholarship_Publications 


Career book reviews, chapters, creative works 


Q52AD 


Scholarship_Publications 


Career books, textbooks, reports 


Q52AE 


Scholarship_Publications 


Career presentations 


Q52AF 


Scholarship_Publications 


Career exhibitions, performances 


Q52AG 


Scholarship_Publications 


Career patents, computer software 


Q52BA 


Scholarship_Publications 


Recent articles, refereed journals 


Q52BB 


Scholarship_Publications 


Recent articles, nonrefereed journals 


Q52BC 


Scholarship_Publications 


Recent book reviews, chapters, creative works 


Q52BD 


Scholarship_Publications 


Recent books, textbooks, reports 


Q52BE 


Scholarship_Publications 


Recent presentations 


Q52BF 


Scholarship_Publications 


Recent exhibitions, performances 


Q52BG 


Scholarship_Publications 


Recent patents, computer software 


Q53 


Scholarship_Research 


Scholarly activity, any 


Q54CD2 


Scholarship_Research 


Principal research field-general code 


Q54CD4 


Scholarship_Research 


Principal research field-specific code 


Q56 


Scholarship_Research 


Scholarly activity, description 


Q55 


Scholarship_Research 


Scholarly activity, any funded 


Q61A 


EmploymentSatisfaction 


Satisfaction with authority to make decisions 


Q61B 


EmploymentSatisfaction 


Satisfaction with technology-based activities 


Q61C 


EmploymentSatisfaction 


Satisfaction with equipment/facilities 


Q61D 


EmploymentSatisfaction 


Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 
improvement 


Q62A 


Employment_Satisfaction 


Satisfaction with workload 


Q62B 


Employment_Satisfaction 


Satisfaction with salary 


Q62C 


Employment_Satisfaction 


Satisfaction with benefits 


Q62D 


EmploymentSatisfaction 


Satisfaction with job overall 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


Q64 


EmploymentDescription 


Retired from another position 


Q65 


EmploymentFuture 


Retire from all paid employment, planned age 


Q66A 


Financesincome 


Amount of income from basic salary from institution 


Q66B 


Finances_lncome 


Amount of income from other income from institution 


Q66C 


Finances_lncome 


Amount of income from other academic institution 


Q66D 


Finances_lncome 


Amount of income from consulting or freelance work 


Q66E 


Finances_lncome 


Amount of income from other employment 


Q66F 


Finances_lncome 


Amount of income from other unspecified sources 


Q66SUM 


Financesincome 


Amount of total individual income 


Q66B2 


Financesincome 


Amount of total individual income (range) 


Q67 


Financesincome 


Type of contract, length of unit 


Q68 


Financesjncome 


Income paid per course/credit unit or term 


Q69 


Finances_lncome 


Amount of income paid per course/credit unit or term 


Q70A 


Finances_Family 


Amount of total household income 


Q70B 


FinancesFamily 


Amount of total household income (range) 


Q71 


BackgroundDemographics 


Gender 


Q72 


BackgroundDemographics 


Age, year of birth 


Q73 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race/ethnicity, Flispanic/Latino 


Q74A 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race, American Indian or Alaska Native 


Q74B 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race, Asian 


Q74C 


Background_Demographics 


Race, Black or African American 


Q74D 


Background_Demographics 


Race, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 


Q74E 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race, White 


Q75 


BackgroundDisabilities 


Disability, any 


Q77 


BackgroundDemographics 


Marital status, fall 2003 


Q79 


BackgroundDemographics 


Dependent children, number 


Q80 


BackgroundDemographics 


Born in United States 


Q81 


Background_Demographics 


Citizenship status 


Q82A 


lnstitution_Climate 


Opinion: teaching is rewarded 


Q82B 


lnstitution_Climate 


Opinion: part-time faculty treated fairly 


Q82C 


lnstitution_Climate 


Opinion: female faculty treated fairly 


Q82D 


lnstitution_Climate 


Opinion: racial minorities treated fairly 


Q83 


EmploymentSatisfaction 


Opinion about choosing an academic career again 


X01Q1 


InstructionOverall 


Any instructional duties for credit 


X02Q1 


InstructionOverall 


Faculty status or instruction for credit 


X03Q1 


EmploymentDescription 


Faculty status and duties 


X04Q1 


Employment_Description 


Faculty status and credit/noncredit 


X05Q1 


Employment_Description 


Credit instruction and teaching as principal activity 


X01Q3 


Employment_Description 


Employment, principal activity, faculty status 


X01Q4 


Employment_Description 


Principal activity, modified 


X01Q5 


EmploymentDescription 


Only employment is part-time at this institution(exclude 
consulting) 


X02Q5 


EmploymentDescription 


Other employment and employment status at the institution in 
Fall 2003 


X03Q5 


EmploymentDescription 


Employment status, gender 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


X04Q5 


EmploymentHistory 


Employment status at first PSE job and current job 


X05Q5 


EmploymentDescription 


Employment status at this institution and other jobs in Fall 
2003 


X06Q5 


EmploymentDescription 


Part-time faculty this institution with other PSE jobs in Fall 
2003 


X01Q9 


EmploymentDescription 


Years held current job 


X02Q9 


EmploymentDescription 


Age when began current job 


X03Q9 


Employment_Description 


Years held current job, collapsed 


X04Q9 


Employment_Description 


Age when began current job, collapsed 


X01Q10 


BackgroundDemographics 


Rank, gender 


X02Q10 


Employment_Description 


Rank, employment status 


X03Q10 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank, years since rank achieved 


X04Q10 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank, age achieved rank of full professor 


X05Q10 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank, years since full professor achieved 


X06Q10 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank, years since rank achieved, collapsed 


X07Q10 


Employment_Description 


Rank, age achieved rank of full professor, collapsed 


X08Q10 


Employment_Description 


Rank, years since full professor achieved, collapsed 


X09Q10 


Employment_Description 


Rank, age achieved rank of associate professor 


X10Q10 


Employment_Description 


Rank, age achieved rank of associate professor, collapsed 


X11Q10 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank, years since associate professor achieved 


X12Q10 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank, years since associate professor achieved, collapsed 


X01Q12 


EmploymentDescription 


Tenure status, collapsed further 


X02Q12 


BackgroundDemographics 


Tenure status, gender 


X03Q12 


Employment_Description 


Tenure status, years since tenure achieved 


X04Q12 


Employment_Description 


Tenure status, age achieved tenure 


X05Q12 


Employment_Description 


Tenure status, years since tenure achieved, collapsed 


X06Q12 


Employment_Description 


Tenure status, age achieved tenure, collapsed 


X01Q14 


EmploymentDescription 


Union status, combined 


X01Q15 


EmploymentDescription 


Union status, reason not a member, with don’t know 


X01Q16 


EmploymentDescription 


Principal field of teaching, NSOPF:88 expanded (26 category) 


X02Q16 


EmploymentDescription 


Principal field of teaching, NSOPF:88 (10 category) 


X03Q16 


EmploymentDescription 


Principal field of teaching, vocational included (7 category) 


X04Q16 


Employment_Description 


Principal field of teaching, recoded (11 category) 


X05Q16 


Employment_Description 


Teaching or research field, NSOPF:88 expanded (26 
category) 


X06Q16 


EmploymentDescription 


Teaching or research field, NSOPF:88 (10 category) 


X07Q16 


EmploymentDescription 


Teaching or research field, vocational included (7 category) 


X08Q16 


Employment_Description 


Teaching or research field, recoded (11 category) 


X09Q16 


Employment_Description 


Principal field of teaching-specific code (contiguous values) 


X10Q16 


Employment_Description 


Teaching or research field-general code 


X11Q16 


EmploymentDescription 


Teaching or research field-specific code 


X01Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Flighest degree collapsed further 


X02Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree collapsed 


X03Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree either doctorate or first-professional 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


X04Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree field, NSOPF:88 expanded (26 category) 


X05Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree field, NSOPF:88 (10 category) 


X06Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree, years between bachelors and doctorate 


X07Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree, age received 


X08Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree, age received, collapsed 


X09Q17 


Education_Attainment 


Highest degree, years since receiving 


X10Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree, years since receiving collapsed 


X11Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree field, vocational included (7 category) 


X12Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree field, recoded (1 1 category) 


X13Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree, years between bachelors and doctorate, 
collapsed 


X14Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree institution, 2000 Carnegie (10 cat) by control 


X15Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree institution, 2000 Carnegie (5 cat) by control, 
selected 


X16Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree institution, 2000 Carnegie (7 cat) 


X17Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree institution, 2000 Carnegie (5 cat) 


X18Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree field-specific code (contiguous values) 


X19Q17 


Education_Attainment 


Highest degree, 1994 Carnegie I/ll 


X20Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree, 1994 Carnegie matches NSCPF88 


X21Q17 


EducationAttainment 


Highest degree, 1994 Carnegie matches NSCPF93 


X01Q18 


EmploymentDescription 


ether employment in Fall 2003 


X02Q18 


EmploymentDescription 


Number of non-PSE-instructional jobs held in Fall 2003 


X01Q21 


EmploymentDescription 


Current PSE job is the first, and only current, PSE job 


X02Q21 


Employment_Description 


Prior employment status, PSE and other 


X01Q23 


Employment_History 


Year began first faculty or instructional staff job 


X02Q23 


Employment_History 


Years since began first faculty or instructional staff job 


X03Q23 


Employment_History 


Age when began first faculty or instructional staff job 


X04Q23 


EducationAttainment 


Had doctorate when began first faculty or instructional staff 
job 

Years since began first faculty or instructional staff job, 
collapsed 


X05Q23 


EmploymentHistory 


X06Q23 


Employment_History 


Age when began first faculty or instructional staff job, 
collapsed 


X01Q31 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Average total hours per week worked 


X02Q31 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Work more than 40 hours per week 


X01Q32 


Employment_Time Allocation 


Percent of time spent on instruction 


X01Q35 


lnstruction_Overall 


Any instruction for class, individual, or committees 


X02Q35 


InstructionOverall 


Any instruction, type 


X03Q35 


InstructionOverall 


Any instruction, combination 


X04Q35 


InstructionOverall 


Type of classes taught 


X05Q35 


InstructionOverall 


Total number of classes taught (for-credit and not-for-credit) 


X01Q36 


EmploymentDescription 


Rank and teaching assistant for credit classes 


X02Q36 


EmploymentDescription 


Tenure status and teaching assistant for credit classes 


X01Q37 


lnstruction_Classroom_Hours 


Total hours/week teaching credit classes 


X02Q37 


lnstruction_Overall 


Total student contact hours/week in credit classes 


X03Q37 


lnstruction_Classroom_Hours 


Total classroom credit hours in classes 



See notes at end of table. 
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Label 

Total student credit hours in classes 

Level of students in credit classes 

Number of credit classes reported in detail 

Number of credit classes that were undergraduate 

Number of credit classes that were graduate/first-professional 

Total students taught in credit classes 

Reported TA in at least one credit class any level 

Reported TA in at least one undergraduate credit class 

Reported TA in at least one graduate/first- professional credit 
class 

Total classroom credit hours in classes, undergraduate 

Total classroom credit hours in classes, graduate/first- 
professional 

Total hours/week teaching credit classes, undergrad 

Total hours/week teaching credit classes, graduate/first- 
professional 

Total student contact hours/week in credit classes, 
undergraduate 

Total student contact hours/week in credit classes, 
graduate/first- professional 
Total student credit hours in classes, undergraduate 

Total student credit hours in classes, graduate/first- 
professional 

Total students taught in credit classes, undergraduate 

Total students taught in credit classes, graduate/first- 
professional 

Average for-credit class size 
Average undergraduate for-credit class size 
Average graduate/1 st professional for-credit class size 
Taught at least one undergraduate class for credit 
Technology index 

Level of student for individual instruction 
Individual instruction, number graduate/first-professional 
students 

Individual instruction, number total students 
Individual instruction, hours with total students 

Individual instruction, hours with graduate/first-professional 
students 

Career total publications/scholarly works 

Recent total publications/scholarly works 

Recent total presentations, exhibitions, or performances 

Career total presentations, exhibitions, or performances 

Principal research field, NSOPF:88 expanded (26 category) 

Principal research field, NSOPF:88 (10 category) 

Principal research field, vocational included (7 category) 
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Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


X04Q54 


ScholarshipResearch 


Principal research field, recoded (11 category) 


X05Q54 


ScholarshipResearch 


Principal research field-specific code (contiguous values) 


X01Q61 


EmploymentSatisfaction 


Satisfaction, index (sum) of instruction items 


X01Q62 


EmploymentSatisfaction 


Satisfaction, index (sum) of employment items 


X01Q65 


EmploymentFuture 


Retire from all paid employment, planned age, collapsed 


X02Q65 


Employment_Future 


Retire from all paid employment, years until, collapsed 


X03Q65 


EmploymentFuture 


Retire from all paid employment, planned age, collapsed, with 
DK 


X04Q65 


EmploymentFuture 


Retire from all paid employment, years until 


X05Q65 


EmploymentFuture 


Retire from all paid employment, years until, collapsed, with 
DK 


X01Q66 


Finances_lncome 


Basic salary from institution, collapsed 


X02Q66 


Financesincome 


Institution total income except basic salary, collapsed 


X03Q66 


Financesincome 


Total income from the institution 


X04Q66 


Financesincome 


Total income from the institution, collapsed 


X05Q66 


Finances_lncome 


Outside income, consulting/freelance work, collapsed 


X06Q66 


Finances_lncome 


Outside income, total excluding consulting 


X07Q66 


Finances_lncome 


Outside income, total excluding consulting, collapsed 


X08Q66 


Finances_lncome 


Outside income, total (including consulting) 


X09Q66 


Finances_lncome 


Outside income, total (including consulting), collapsed 


X10Q66 


Financesincome 


Received compensation from outside consulting work 


X11Q66 


Financesincome 


Outside employment income, excluding consulting 


X12Q66 


Financesincome 


Outside employment income, excluding consulting, collapsed 


X13Q66 


Finances_lncome 


Outside employment income, including consulting 


X14Q66 


Finances_lncome 


Outside employment income, including consulting, collapsed 


X01Q70 


Finances_Family 


Amount of total household income, collapsed, with don’t 
knows 


X01Q72 


BackgroundDemographics 


Age in 2004 


X02Q72 


BackgroundDemographics 


Age, matches NSOPF:88 distribution 


X03Q72 


BackgroundDemographics 


Age, matches NSOPF:93 distribution 


X04Q72 


BackgroundDemographics 


Age, below or above 55 years 


X01Q74 


Background_Demographics 


Race recoded, no more than one race 


X02Q74 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race including more than one 


X03Q74 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race/ethnicity recoded 


X04Q74 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race/ethnicity recoded multiple 


X05Q74 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race recoded including multiple according to 0MB 


X06Q74 


BackgroundDemographics 


Race/ethnicity including multiple, non-Flispanic 


X01Q77 


BackgroundDemographics 


Marital status and dependent children 


X02Q77 


BackgroundDemographics 


Marital status and dependent children, single parent in 2004 


X01Q81 


Background_Demographics 


Citizenship status and birth 


X02Q81 


BackgroundDemographics 


Citizenship status and minority status 


X03Q81 


BackgroundDemographics 


Citizenship status and ethnicity 



See notes at end of table. 
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Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


X01Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie (6 cat, all liberal arts) by control, selected cats 


X02Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie (6 cat, private liberal arts) by control, selected 
cats 


X03Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie (5 category) by control, selected categories 


X04Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie (8 category) by control 


X05Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie (10 category), separates I/ll 


X06Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie, 4-year versus 2-year 


X08Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie, doctoral/nondoctoral/2-yr by control 


X09Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Degree of urbanization 


X10Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Ratio of FTE enrollment/FTE faculty 


X11Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment, undergraduate 


X12Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment, undergraduate, collapsed 


X13Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment FTE, undergraduate 


X14Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment FTE, undergraduate, collapsed 


X15Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment, first-professional 


X16Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment, first-professional, collapsed 


X17Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment FTE, first-professional 


X18Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment FTE, first-professional, collapsed 


X19Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment, graduate 


X20Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment, graduate, collapsed 


X21Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment FTE, graduate 


X22Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment FTE, graduate, collapsed 


X23Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment, total 


X24Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment, total, collapsed 


X25Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment FTE, total 


X26Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Enrollment FTE, total, collapsed 


X27Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment minority, American Indian/ Alaska Native 


X28Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment minority, Asian/Pacific Islander 


X29Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment minority. Black non-Flispanic 


X30Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Enrollment minority, Flispanic 


X31Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Core expenses, instruction (in 1000’s) 


X32Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Core expenses, instruction, collapsed 


X33Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Core expenses, research (in 1000’s) 


X34Q0 


InstitutionOther 


Core expenses, research, collapsed 


X35Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Core expenses, total (in 1000’s) 


X36Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Core expenses, total, collapsed 


X37Q0 


lnstitution_Other 


Region where institution located 


X38Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


1994 Carnegie, doctoral/nondoctoral/2-year 


X99Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


Institution state 


X100Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, detailed 


X101Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


Institution control 


X102Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


Institution level 


X103Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


Institution control and highest degree awarded, 4 category 


X104Q0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, 10 category 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table K-2. 


Faculty Variables — Continued 




Variable name 


Prefix 


Label 


X105C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, 9 category 


X106C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, 7 category 


X107C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code, 5 category 


X108C0 


lnstitution_Type 


Institution highest degree awarded, 2 category 


X109C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie, doctoral/nondoctoral 


X110C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code (10 category) by control 


X111C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie, 2-year versus 4-year 


X112C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie, doctoral/nondoctoral by control 


X113C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie, 2-year/4-year by control 


X120C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code (5 category) by control 


X121C0 


lnstitution_Type 


2000 Carnegie code (5 category) by control, selected 
categories 


X122C0 


lnstitution_Type 


Institution control and highest degree awarded, 6 category 



SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Appendix L. GEM Adjustment Procedure 



Generalized Exponential Model (GEM) - an overview 

In survey practice, design weights are adjusted to correct the bias introduced by 
differential nonresponse and undercoverage via nonresponse adjustment and post-stratification. 
Since these adjustments can increase variance of estimates by creating extreme weights, 
oftentimes, extreme weight adjustments are applied to reduce variance inflation due to 
weighting. The Generalized Exponential Model (GEM) program was developed at RTI (Eolsom 
and Singh, 2000) to provide a unified method for all weight adjustments. 

GEM is an expansion of the commonly used method of iterative proportional fitting 
(raking) based on a generalization of Deville and Sarndal’s (1992) logit method, in that bounds 
on weights are not required to be uniform. Eor this purpose, GEM has a built-in extreme weight 
control feature that allows for different bounds on the adjusted weights for different sample 
units. This control feature can be used for a separate extreme weight adjustment after 
poststratification such that sample distribution of weights obtained after the initial 
poststratification is preserved. 

The unadjusted initial weights were classified as extreme if they fell outside of the 
interval of median ± 3 x interquartile range (IQR) within specified domains, where domains 
were defined as functions of design strata with a minimum sample size requirement of 30. The 
goal of model fitting was to keep as many variables as possible without unduly increasing the 
unequal weighting effects (UWE) and the extreme weight proportion. A mixture of forward and 
backward selection schemes were used for fitting the GEM model. The model started with the 
main effects and then two-way and higher order interaction effects were added in a forward 
manner. Subsequently, the bounds were successively tightened until the model statistics and 
characteristics were satisfied. 

During the modeling, a number of statistics were closely monitored to uncover any 
unusual impact of weight adjustment on the initial weights. These statistics included UWEs, 
extreme weight proportions, and distribution of large adjustment factors. GEM summary/ 
diagnostic statistics provide information on the distribution of the initial and adjusted weights, 
number of variables in the final model, and the extreme weight proportions. 
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Appendix M. Design Effects 



Researchers who do not have access to software packages such as SUDAAN for 
calculation of design-based standard errors can use a relevant estimate of design effect from this 
table to approximate the standard errors of statistics for the 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). For estimates of a proportion,^ , a design-based standard 
error can be approximated by: 



px(l-p) 



xDEFT 



Similarly, design-based standard errors for estimates of means can be approximated by the 
following formula, in which represents the sample variance under simple random sampling. 

xDEFT 




Eor instance as reported in table M-1, it is estimated that among the 7,460 sample faculty 
members at public doctoral institutions, 39.7 percent were with tenure as of fall 2003 (Q12). The 
design based (proper) standard error of this estimate is 0.67 percent, while under the simple 
random sampling assumption the corresponding (improper) standard error is 0.57 percent. 
However, a rough approximation of the designed based standard error of this estimate can be 
produced by multiplying the value of standard error obtained under the simple random estimate 
assumption (0.57 percent) by the estimate of root design effect. This technique is not 
recommended, however; there are many commercially available statistical software packages to 
do this. 
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Table M-1. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
institution type 



Item 


Number^ 


Estimate 


Standard error 
Design SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Institution 

Type^ 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


7,460 


94.15 


0.31 


0.27 


1.32 


1.15 


1 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


7,460 


86.80 


0.48 


0.39 


1.53 


1.24 


1 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


7,460 


94.29 


0.34 


0.27 


1.60 


1.26 


1 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


7,460 


23.35 


0.62 


0.49 


1.61 


1.27 


1 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


7,460 


51.45 


0.54 


0.58 


0.87 


0.93 


1 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


1,130 


44.57 


1.76 


1.48 


1.42 


1.19 


1 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


1,130 


27.44 


1.36 


1.33 


1.05 


1.02 


1 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


7,460 


25.92 


0.64 


0.51 


1.61 


1.27 


1 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


7,460 


39.69 


0.67 


0.57 


1.40 


1.18 


1 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


6,340 


69.32 


0.61 


0.58 


1.10 


1.05 


1 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


7,460 


9.48 


0.37 


0.34 


1.22 


1.10 


1 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


7,460 


27.76 


0.54 


0.52 


1.09 


1.04 


1 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


3,700 


23.29 


0.75 


0.69 


1.16 


1.08 


1 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


5,590 


71.32 


0.70 


0.61 


1.32 


1.15 


1 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


7,460 


43.53 


0.60 


0.57 


1.08 


1.04 


1 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


7,460 


65.16 


0.53 


0.55 


0.92 


0.96 


1 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


7,460 


6.58 


0.37 


0.29 


1.63 


1.28 


1 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


760 


41.86 


1.74 


1.79 


0.95 


0.98 


1 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


7,460 


75.15 


0.53 


0.50 


1.12 


1.06 


1 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


7,460 


11.28 


0.44 


0.37 


1.43 


1.20 


1 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


7,460 


88.86 


0.42 


0.36 


1.35 


1.16 


1 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


2,620 


98.66 


0.26 


0.22 


1.34 


1.16 


2 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


2,620 


96.31 


0.43 


0.37 


1.37 


1.17 


2 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


2,620 


91.84 


0.74 


0.54 


1.91 


1.38 


2 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


2,620 


1.51 


0.30 


0.24 


1.60 


1.26 


2 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


2,620 


83.40 


1.07 


0.73 


2.18 


1.48 


2 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


670 


39.61 


2.25 


1.89 


1.41 


1.19 


2 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


670 


32.77 


1.74 


1.82 


0.92 


0.96 


2 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


2,620 


21.73 


1.00 


0.81 


1.55 


1.25 


2 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


2,620 


35.77 


1.11 


0.94 


1.39 


1.18 


2 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


1,720 


62.65 


1.75 


1.17 


2.26 


1.50 


2 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


2,620 


15.95 


0.92 


0.72 


1.67 


1.29 


2 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


2,620 


20.84 


0.86 


0.79 


1.17 


1.08 


2 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


1,920 


22.06 


1.06 


0.95 


1.25 


1.12 


2 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


2,370 


89.73 


0.67 


0.62 


1.16 


1.08 


2 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


2,620 


46.02 


1.26 


0.97 


1.67 


1.29 


2 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


2,620 


65.50 


1.19 


0.93 


1.63 


1.28 


2 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


2,620 


11.42 


0.83 


0.62 


1.79 


1.34 


2 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


490 


37.66 


3.20 


2.19 


2.14 


1.46 


2 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


2,620 


71.39 


1.02 


0.88 


1.33 


1.15 


2 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


2,620 


12.54 


0.76 


0.65 


1.39 


1.18 


2 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


2,620 


94.53 


0.49 


0.44 


1.20 


1.10 


2 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


510 


98.09 


1.54 


0.60 


6.49 


2.55 


3 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


510 


95.84 


1.82 


0.88 


4.26 


2.06 


3 



See notes at end of table. 



M-4 






Appendix M. Design Effects 



Table M-1. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
institution type — Continued 



Item 


Number^ 


Estimate 


Standard error 
Design SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Institution 

Type^ 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


510 


93.06 


1.74 


1.12 


2.40 


1.55 


3 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


510 


0.48 


0.24 


0.31 


0.61 


0.78 


3 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


510 


86.61 


2.32 


1.50 


2.38 


1.54 


3 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


140 


33.70 


5.85 


4.02 


2.11 


1.45 


3 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


140 


45.17 


5.43 


4.24 


1.64 


1.28 


3 


Q10; Percent with academic rank of professor 


510 


14.08 


3.05 


1.54 


3.93 


1.98 


3 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


510 


29.59 


1.98 


2.02 


0.96 


0.98 


3 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


340 


56.38 


8.12 


2.68 


9.16 


3.03 


3 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


510 


17.62 


2.39 


1.68 


2.02 


1.42 


3 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


510 


22.41 


2.56 


1.84 


1.93 


1.39 


3 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


390 


24.29 


3.10 


2.18 


2.02 


1.42 


3 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


470 


93.19 


1.86 


1.16 


2.56 


1.60 


3 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


510 


47.37 


4.81 


2.20 


4.77 


2.18 


3 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


510 


64.03 


2.81 


2.12 


1.76 


1.33 


3 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


510 


11.68 


2.62 


1.42 


3.41 


1.85 


3 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


110 


31.91 


10.51 


4.42 


5.64 


2.38 


3 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


510 


69.71 


2.52 


2.03 


1.54 


1.24 


3 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


510 


10.76 


2.13 


1.37 


2.43 


1.56 


3 


Q81; Percent United States citizen 


510 


95.55 


1.49 


0.91 


2.68 


1.64 


3 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


6,420 


98.94 


0.18 


0.13 


1.96 


1.40 


4 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


6,420 


88.51 


0.72 


0.40 


3.31 


1.82 


4 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


6,420 


89.74 


0.52 


0.38 


1.87 


1.37 


4 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


6,420 


0.04 


0.03 


0.03 


0.97 


0.99 


4 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


6,420 


89.33 


0.53 


0.39 


1.88 


1.37 


4 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


3,500 


34.18 


0.99 


0.80 


1.53 


1.24 


4 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


3,500 


40.24 


1.08 


0.83 


1.70 


1.30 


4 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


6,420 


9.00 


0.76 


0.36 


4.58 


2.14 


4 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


6,420 


17.83 


0.64 


0.48 


1.81 


1.35 


4 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


3,980 


50.28 


1.46 


0.79 


3.38 


1.84 


4 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


6,420 


32.58 


0.84 


0.59 


2.06 


1.43 


4 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


6,420 


27.52 


0.69 


0.56 


1.55 


1.25 


4 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


3,890 


43.75 


1.13 


0.80 


2.02 


1.42 


4 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


5,390 


93.99 


0.52 


0.32 


2.54 


1.59 


4 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


6,420 


31.59 


0.95 


0.58 


2.67 


1.63 


4 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


6,420 


49.26 


0.82 


0.62 


1.72 


1.31 


4 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


6,420 


16.06 


0.70 


0.46 


2.32 


1.52 


4 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


3,000 


26.74 


1.39 


0.81 


2.97 


1.72 


4 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


6,420 


71.69 


0.95 


0.56 


2.87 


1.69 


4 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


6,420 


10.71 


0.55 


0.39 


2.06 


1.44 


4 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


6,420 


98.14 


0.21 


0.17 


1.53 


1.24 


4 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


110 


99.15 


0.95 


0.89 


1.12 


1.06 


5 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


110 


92.09 


8.46 


2.62 


10.41 


3.23 


5 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


110 


79.54 


9.38 


3.92 


5.73 


2.39 


5 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


110 


2.02 


1.09 


1.37 


0.64 


0.80 


5 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table M-1. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
institution type — Continued 



Standard error Institution 



Item 


Number^ 


Estimate 


Design 


SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Type^ 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


110 


87.80 


4.78 


3.18 


2.26 


1.50 


5 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


50 


32.82 


5.85 


6.85 


0.73 


0.85 


5 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


50 


35.62 


8.43 


6.99 


1.46 


1.21 


5 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


110 


12.05 


1.26 


3.16 


0.16 


0.40 


5 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


110 


26.85 


1.98 


4.30 


0.21 


0.46 


5 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


80 


68.09 


15.72 


5.35 


8.65 


2.94 


5 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


110 


20.84 


5.90 


3.94 


2.24 


1.50 


5 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


110 


31.12 


10.61 


4.50 


5.57 


2.36 


5 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


60 


26.31 


8.87 


5.59 


2.51 


1.59 


5 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


100 


92.51 


2.59 


2.66 


0.95 


0.97 


5 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


110 


48.35 


5.30 


4.85 


1.19 


1.09 


5 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


110 


55.72 


7.05 


4.82 


2.14 


1.46 


5 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


110 


17.86 


11.66 


3.72 


9.82 


3.13 


5 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


40 


33.77 


16.58 


7.88 


4.42 


2.10 


5 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


110 


66.41 


5.07 


4.59 


1.22 


1.10 


5 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


110 


11.90 


5.80 


3.15 


3.40 


1.84 


5 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


110 


94.02 


4.66 


2.30 


4.10 


2.02 


5 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


3,160 


94.56 


0.60 


0.40 


2.22 


1.49 


6 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


3,160 


86.28 


0.55 


0.61 


0.80 


0.89 


6 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


3,160 


95.71 


0.54 


0.36 


2.27 


1.51 


6 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


3,160 


20.98 


0.74 


0.72 


1.03 


1.02 


6 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


3,160 


52.90 


1.08 


0.89 


1.49 


1.22 


6 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


710 


31.72 


1.84 


1.75 


1.11 


1.05 


6 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


710 


30.13 


1.71 


1.72 


0.98 


0.99 


6 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


3,160 


23.77 


0.62 


0.76 


0.68 


0.82 


6 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


3,160 


30.51 


0.75 


0.82 


0.84 


0.91 


6 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


3,040 


86.37 


0.69 


0.62 


1.24 


1.12 


6 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


3,160 


16.26 


0.55 


0.66 


0.70 


0.84 


6 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


3,160 


30.37 


0.98 


0.82 


1.42 


1.19 


6 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


1,450 


28.16 


1.42 


1.18 


1.44 


1.20 


6 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


2,300 


72.08 


1.09 


0.94 


1.37 


1.17 


6 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


3,160 


40.76 


0.81 


0.87 


0.86 


0.92 


6 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


3,160 


58.08 


1.03 


0.88 


1.37 


1.17 


6 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


3,160 


8.24 


0.61 


0.49 


1.57 


1.25 


6 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


540 


46.27 


2.04 


2.14 


0.91 


0.96 


6 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


3,160 


74.67 


0.90 


0.77 


1.34 


1.16 


6 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


3,160 


12.20 


0.62 


0.58 


1.13 


1.06 


6 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


3,160 


88.03 


0.55 


0.58 


0.92 


0.96 


6 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


2,270 


98.40 


0.32 


0.26 


1.46 


1.21 


7 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


2,270 


96.21 


0.42 


0.40 


1.08 


1.04 


7 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


2,270 


92.58 


0.72 


0.55 


1.70 


1.30 


7 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


2,270 


0.34 


0.15 


0.12 


1.53 


1.24 


7 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


2,270 


86.88 


0.86 


0.71 


1.47 


1.21 


7 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


1,000 


23.27 


2.42 


1.34 


3.28 


1.81 


7 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table M-1. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
institution type — Continued 



Standard error Institution 



Item 


Number^ 


Estimate 


Design 


SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Type^ 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


1,000 


27.91 


1.44 


1.42 


1.03 


1.02 


7 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


2,270 


12.51 


0.67 


0.69 


0.93 


0.96 


7 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


2,270 


19.19 


1.00 


0.83 


1.46 


1.21 


7 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


2,130 


81.42 


1.41 


0.84 


2.79 


1.67 


7 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


2,270 


31.46 


1.64 


0.97 


2.84 


1.69 


7 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


2,270 


29.91 


1.29 


0.96 


1.79 


1.34 


7 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


1,440 


37.87 


2.86 


1.28 


4.99 


2.23 


7 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


2,040 


92.04 


1.09 


0.60 


3.31 


1.82 


7 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


2,270 


43.29 


1.64 


1.04 


2.47 


1.57 


7 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


2,270 


52.49 


1.17 


1.05 


1.25 


1.12 


7 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


2,270 


15.94 


1.27 


0.77 


2.75 


1.66 


7 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


860 


56.06 


2.98 


1.70 


3.09 


1.76 


7 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


2,270 


75.63 


1.38 


0.90 


2.35 


1.53 


7 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


2,270 


10.78 


1.06 


0.65 


2.65 


1.63 


7 


Q81; Percent United States citizen 


2,270 


96.69 


0.53 


0.38 


2.00 


1.41 


7 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


2,520 


97.52 


0.53 


0.31 


2.90 


1.70 


8 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


2,520 


95.55 


0.86 


0.41 


4.39 


2.10 


8 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


2,520 


91.72 


1.01 


0.55 


3.39 


1.84 


8 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


2,520 


1.25 


0.37 


0.22 


2.85 


1.69 


8 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


2,520 


83.00 


1.20 


0.75 


2.59 


1.61 


8 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


680 


30.33 


3.25 


1.76 


3.40 


1.84 


8 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


680 


27.75 


2.20 


1.72 


1.64 


1.28 


8 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


2,520 


19.86 


1.27 


0.79 


2.56 


1.60 


8 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


2,520 


28.09 


1.84 


0.89 


4.22 


2.05 


8 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


2,300 


81.27 


2.07 


0.81 


6.49 


2.55 


8 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


2,520 


18.46 


1.27 


0.77 


2.71 


1.65 


8 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


2,520 


23.85 


1.48 


0.85 


3.03 


1.74 


8 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


1,800 


28.11 


2.06 


1.06 


3.77 


1.94 


8 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


2,290 


85.87 


1.06 


0.73 


2.12 


1.46 


8 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


2,520 


42.21 


1.69 


0.98 


2.96 


1.72 


8 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


2,520 


56.44 


1.55 


0.99 


2.46 


1.57 


8 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


2,520 


11.90 


0.89 


0.64 


1.90 


1.38 


8 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


540 


56.68 


3.57 


2.13 


2.81 


1.68 


8 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


2,520 


72.43 


1.20 


0.89 


1.80 


1.34 


8 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


2,520 


13.69 


0.91 


0.68 


1.75 


1.32 


8 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


2,520 


95.32 


0.61 


0.42 


2.13 


1.46 


8 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


190 


98.64 


1.00 


0.84 


1.40 


1.18 


9 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


190 


95.07 


3.41 


1.57 


4.71 


2.17 


9 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


190 


74.61 


5.58 


3.16 


3.12 


1.77 


9 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


190 


79.49 


5.71 


2.93 


3.80 


1.95 


9 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


190 


57.09 


5.42 


3.59 


2.28 


1.51 


9 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


60 


40.26 


3.59 


6.18 


0.34 


0.58 


9 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


190 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 






9 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table M-1. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
institution type — Continued 



Standard error Institution 



Item 


Number^ 


Estimate 


Design 


SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Type^ 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


190 


8.93 


2.71 


2.07 


1.72 


1.31 


9 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


60 


39.47 


4.22 


6.16 


0.47 


0.69 


9 


Q19A1 : Percent with other job that is full-time 


190 


25.10 


1.15 


3.15 


0.13 


0.36 


9 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


190 


98.43 


1.02 


0.90 


1.28 


1.13 


9 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


170 


90.02 


0.92 


2.30 


0.16 


0.40 


9 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


190 


21.35 


3.31 


2.97 


1.24 


1.11 


9 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


190 


13.20 


3.17 


2.46 


1.67 


1.29 


9 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied’’ workload 


140 


18.05 


4.83 


3.31 


2.13 


1.46 


9 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


190 


49.08 


5.08 


3.63 


1.96 


1.40 


9 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


170 


92.59 


5.46 


1.99 


7.53 


2.74 


9 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


190 


7.48 


1.60 


1.91 


0.70 


0.84 


9 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


190 


13.98 


4.92 


2.52 


3.83 


1.96 


9 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


190 


84.06 


2.58 


2.66 


0.94 


0.97 


9 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


50 


27.05 


5.70 


6.10 


0.87 


0.93 


10 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


850 


97.63 


0.82 


0.52 


2.44 


1.56 


10 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


850 


94.74 


1.07 


0.77 


1.95 


1.40 


10 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


850 


83.12 


2.49 


1.29 


3.75 


1.94 


10 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


850 


94.27 


1.13 


0.80 


2.02 


1.42 


10 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


850 


55.28 


2.30 


1.71 


1.82 


1.35 


10 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


420 


22.07 


3.06 


2.02 


2.29 


1.51 


10 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


850 


1.33 


0.64 


0.39 


2.61 


1.62 


10 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


850 


19.68 


2.15 


1.36 


2.49 


1.58 


10 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


420 


31.08 


4.87 


2.26 


4.64 


2.15 


10 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


850 


13.54 


2.72 


1.17 


5.35 


2.31 


10 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


850 


95.19 


1.30 


0.73 


3.11 


1.76 


10 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


740 


88.65 


2.36 


1.16 


4.11 


2.03 


10 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


850 


33.17 


3.13 


1.62 


3.75 


1.94 


10 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


850 


30.57 


2.14 


1.58 


1.83 


1.35 


10 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied’’ workload 


490 


26.40 


4.67 


1.99 


5.50 


2.34 


10 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


850 


35.00 


5.48 


1.64 


11.20 


3.35 


10 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


780 


88.63 


2.48 


1.14 


4.72 


2.17 


10 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


850 


14.07 


1.96 


1.19 


2.70 


1.64 


10 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


850 


10.49 


1.43 


1.05 


1.84 


1.36 


10 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


850 


69.94 


3.04 


1.57 


3.73 


1.93 


10 



^ Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

^ Institution types are defined as follows: 1 = public doctor’s; 2 = public master’s; 3 = public bachelor’s; 4 = public 
associate’s; 5 = public other; 6 = private not-for-profit doctor’s; 7 = private not-for-profit master’s; 7 = private not-for- 
profit bachelor’s; 8 = private not-for-profit associate’s; 9 = private not-for-profit associate’s; and 10 = private not-for- 
profit other. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Table M-2. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
race/ethnicity 



Item 


Number^ 


Estimate 


Standard error 
Design SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Race/ 

ethnicity^ 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


20,390 


9712 


015 


012 


162 


127 


White 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


20,390 


9055 


031 


020 


225 


150 


White 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


20,390 


9204 


028 


019 


218 


148 


White 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


20,390 


7486 


036 


030 


139 


118 


White 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


20,390 


777 


018 


019 


097 


099 


White 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


6,260 


3459 


068 


060 


126 


112 


White 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


6,260 


3312 


068 


059 


129 


114 


White 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


20,390 


1865 


035 


027 


162 


127 


White 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


20,390 


2836 


041 


032 


171 


131 


White 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


16,600 


6971 


059 


036 


276 


166 


White 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


20,390 


2162 


039 


029 


179 


134 


White 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


20,390 


2758 


041 


031 


175 


132 


White 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


16,860 


8552 


034 


027 


156 


125 


White 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


11,990 


3171 


071 


043 


283 


168 


White 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


20,390 


3991 


047 


034 


192 


138 


White 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


20,390 


5638 


036 


035 


107 


103 


White 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


20,390 


1233 


033 


023 


200 


142 


White 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


5,080 


3695 


100 


068 


218 


148 


White 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


20,390 


1075 


027 


022 


150 


123 


White 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


20,390 


7422 


041 


031 


180 


134 


White 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


20,390 


9610 


019 


014 


200 


141 


White 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


1,940 


9826 


033 


030 


120 


109 


Black 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


1,940 


9108 


087 


065 


182 


135 


Black 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


1,940 


9107 


099 


065 


232 


152 


Black 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


1,940 


7588 


142 


097 


213 


146 


Black 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


1,940 


538 


075 


051 


212 


146 


Black 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


890 


2342 


216 


142 


233 


153 


Black 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


890 


4053 


212 


164 


167 


129 


Black 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


1,940 


1253 


117 


075 


244 


156 


Black 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


1,940 


2423 


141 


097 


211 


145 


Black 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


1,440 


6361 


207 


127 


265 


163 


Black 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


1,940 


2790 


106 


102 


108 


104 


Black 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


1,940 


2565 


152 


099 


235 


153 


Black 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


1,580 


8947 


112 


077 


209 


145 


Black 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


1,120 


3118 


183 


138 


176 


133 


Black 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


1,940 


3516 


137 


108 


160 


127 


Black 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


1,940 


5879 


166 


112 


221 


149 


Black 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


1,940 


1134 


090 


072 


157 


125 


Black 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


730 


3867 


285 


180 


251 


158 


Black 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


1,940 


1879 


106 


089 


144 


120 


Black 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


1,940 


5811 


140 


112 


156 


125 


Black 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


1,940 


9272 


068 


059 


135 


116 


Black 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table M-2. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
race/ethnicity — Continued 



Item 


Number^ 


Estimate 


Standard error 
Design SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Race/ 

ethnicity^ 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


1,530 


93.47 


0.78 


0.63 


1.50 


1.23 


Asian^ 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


1,530 


85.75 


0.95 


0.89 


1.13 


1.06 


Asian^ 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


1,530 


95.18 


0.79 


0.55 


2.08 


1.44 


Asian^ 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


1,530 


54.23 


1.22 


1.28 


0.92 


0.96 


Asian^ 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


1,530 


27.06 


1.30 


1.14 


1.31 


1.15 


Asian^ 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


350 


43.28 


4.10 


2.65 


2.39 


1.54 


Asian^ 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


350 


42.80 


3.32 


2.65 


1.57 


1.25 


Asian^ 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


1,530 


17.49 


1.22 


0.97 


1.59 


1.26 


Asian^ 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


1,530 


30.97 


1.47 


1.18 


1.55 


1.24 


Asian^ 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


1,160 


69.95 


1.83 


1.35 


1.85 


1.36 


Asian^ 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


1,530 


9.60 


0.87 


0.75 


1.32 


1.15 


Asian^ 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


1,530 


24.34 


1.48 


1.10 


1.81 


1.35 


Asian^ 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


1,180 


72.53 


1.67 


1.30 


1.65 


1.28 


Asian^ 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


830 


29.47 


1.86 


1.58 


1.38 


1.18 


Asian^ 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


1,530 


41.76 


1.29 


1.26 


1.04 


1.02 


Asian^ 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


1,530 


71.18 


1.27 


1.16 


1.21 


1.10 


Asian^ 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


1,530 


5.02 


0.65 


0.56 


1.37 


1.17 


Asian^ 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


260 


24.30 


3.38 


2.66 


1.61 


1.27 


Asian^ 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


1,530 


12.58 


1.30 


0.85 


2.34 


1.53 


Asian^ 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


1,530 


79.22 


1.47 


1.04 


2.01 


1.42 


Asian^ 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


1,530 


66.41 


1.41 


1.21 


1.35 


1.16 


Asian^ 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


1,700 


97.77 


0.43 


0.36 


1.48 


1.21 


Hispanic 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


1,700 


88.37 


1.12 


0.78 


2.07 


1.44 


Hispanic 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


1,700 


90.88 


0.84 


0.70 


1.46 


1.21 


Hispanic 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


1,700 


77.18 


1.39 


1.02 


1.87 


1.37 


Hispanic 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


1,700 


7.36 


0.58 


0.63 


0.84 


0.92 


Hispanic 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


660 


29.53 


2.73 


1.78 


2.37 


1.54 


Hispanic 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


660 


44.80 


2.97 


1.94 


2.35 


1.53 


Hispanic 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


1,700 


12.43 


0.82 


0.80 


1.06 


1.03 


Hispanic 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


1,700 


24.07 


1.35 


1.04 


1.69 


1.30 


Hispanic 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


1,270 


59.94 


2.20 


1.37 


2.56 


1.60 


Hispanic 


Q19A1: Percent with Hispanic job that is full-time 


1,700 


24.05 


1.74 


1.04 


2.81 


1.68 


Hispanic 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


1,700 


26.96 


1.31 


1.08 


1.49 


1.22 


Hispanic 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


1,390 


84.79 


1.22 


0.96 


1.60 


1.27 


Hispanic 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


1,000 


30.66 


1.96 


1.46 


1.80 


1.34 


Hispanic 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


1,700 


37.84 


1.77 


1.17 


2.27 


1.51 


Hispanic 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


1,700 


57.72 


1.75 


1.20 


2.15 


1.47 


Hispanic 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


1,700 


9.47 


1.04 


0.71 


2.14 


1.46 


Hispanic 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


520 


39.54 


3.38 


2.15 


2.46 


1.57 


Hispanic 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


1,700 


15.98 


1.24 


0.89 


1.95 


1.40 


Hispanic 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


1,700 


66.47 


1.70 


1.14 


2.20 


1.48 


Hispanic 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


1,700 


86.72 


0.98 


0.82 


1.43 


1.19 


Hispanic 



See notes at end of table. 
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Table M-2. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
race/ethnicity — Continued 



Item 


Number^ 


Estimate 


Standard error 
Design SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Race/ 

ethnicity^ 


01: Percent with instructional duties 


550 


97.76 


1.23 


0.63 


3.79 


1.95 


Other 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


550 


90.89 


2.23 


1.23 


3.29 


1.81 


Other 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


550 


93.28 


1.17 


1.07 


1.20 


1.10 


Other 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


550 


78.99 


2.38 


1.74 


1.87 


1.37 


Other 


04: Percent whose principal activity was research 


550 


4.94 


0.97 


0.93 


1.09 


1.05 


Other 


06: Percent part-time is primary employment 


190 


35.23 


4.64 


3.45 


1.81 


1.34 


Other 


08: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


190 


54.59 


4.77 


3.59 


1.76 


1.33 


Other 


01 0: Percent with academic rank of professor 


550 


15.83 


1.69 


1.56 


1.17 


1.08 


Other 


012: Percent with tenure 


550 


23.00 


1.92 


1.80 


1.13 


1.07 


Other 


015: Percent nonunion union not available 


420 


63.68 


2.71 


2.36 


1.32 


1.15 


Other 


019A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


550 


19.15 


1.94 


1.68 


1.33 


1.15 


Other 


035A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


550 


23.80 


2.12 


1.82 


1.36 


1.17 


Other 


037F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


450 


84.18 


2.03 


1.71 


1.40 


1.19 


Other 


037C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


340 


30.94 


2.97 


2.51 


1.41 


1.19 


Other 


039: Percent with web site for instruction 


550 


42.88 


3.47 


2.12 


2.68 


1.64 


Other 


062A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


550 


60.64 


2.97 


2.09 


2.02 


1.42 


Other 


064: Percent retired from another position 


550 


10.47 


1.61 


1.31 


1.52 


1.23 


Other 


068: Percent paid by the course 


160 


43.14 


7.04 


3.95 


3.17 


1.78 


Other 


077: Percent marital status single 


550 


11.98 


1.96 


1.39 


2.00 


1.41 


Other 


077: Percent marital status married 


550 


65.51 


2.82 


2.03 


1.92 


1.39 


Other 


081: Percent United States citizen 


550 


96.35 


0.93 


0.80 


1.33 


1.16 


Other 



^ Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

^ Black includes African American; Asian/Pacific Islander includes Native Hawaiian; Hispanic includes Latino; and Other 
includes American Indian/Alaska Native and those who selected more than one race. Race categories exclude Hispanic 
origin unless specified. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary 
Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Table M-3. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
gender 



Standard error 



Item 


Number 


Estimate 


Design 


SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


Gender 


01: Percent with Instructional duties 


14,600 


96.91 


0.19 


0.14 


1.80 


1.34 


Male 


02: Percent with some credit instruction 


14,600 


91.12 


0.35 


0.24 


2.26 


1.50 


Male 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


14,600 


93.46 


0.30 


0.20 


2.09 


1.45 


Male 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


14,600 


11.11 


0.28 


0.26 


1.13 


1.06 


Male 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


14,600 


72.48 


0.40 


0.37 


1.15 


1.07 


Male 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


4,150 


26.10 


0.94 


0.68 


1.91 


1.38 


Male 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


4,150 


34.95 


0.69 


0.74 


0.87 


0.93 


Male 


01 0: Percent with academic rank of professor 


14,600 


23.66 


0.43 


0.35 


1.52 


1.23 


Male 


012: Percent with tenure 


14,600 


33.61 


0.52 


0.39 


1.78 


1.33 


Male 


015: Percent nonunion union not available 


11,820 


69.35 


0.63 


0.42 


2.24 


1.50 


Male 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


14,600 


22.85 


0.43 


0.35 


1.52 


1.23 


Male 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


14,600 


27.57 


0.44 


0.37 


1.45 


1.20 


Male 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


8,720 


31.78 


0.78 


0.50 


2.42 


1.56 


Male 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


12,200 


82.12 


0.34 


0.35 


0.98 


0.99 


Male 


039: Percent with web site for instruction 


14,600 


40.84 


0.52 


0.41 


1.65 


1.29 


Male 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


14,600 


57.12 


0.48 


0.41 


1.38 


1.17 


Male 


064: Percent retired from another position 


14,600 


13.31 


0.39 


0.28 


1.95 


1.39 


Male 


068: Percent paid by the course 


3,420 


39.11 


1.18 


0.84 


2.00 


1.41 


Male 


077: Percent marital status married 


14,600 


78.60 


0.44 


0.34 


1.70 


1.30 


Male 


077: Percent marital status single 


14,600 


10.11 


0.30 


0.25 


1.45 


1.20 


Male 


081: Percent United States citizen 


14,600 


92.62 


0.25 


0.22 


1.32 


1.15 


Male 


01: Percent with instructional duties 


11,510 


97.09 


0.15 


0.16 


0.95 


0.97 


Female 


02: Percent with some credit instruction 


11,510 


88.96 


0.47 


0.29 


2.54 


1.59 


Female 


03: Percent who had faculty status 


11,510 


90.43 


0.40 


0.27 


2.08 


1.44 


Female 


04: Percent whose principal activity was research 


11,510 


5.71 


0.20 


0.22 


0.90 


0.95 


Female 


04: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


11,510 


75.48 


0.51 


0.40 


1.62 


1.27 


Female 


06: Percent part-time is primary employment 


4,210 


42.82 


1.01 


0.76 


1.76 


1.33 


Female 


08: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


4,210 


34.54 


0.92 


0.73 


1.57 


1.25 


Female 


01 0: Percent with academic rank of professor 


11,510 


10.28 


0.37 


0.28 


1.67 


1.29 


Female 


012: Percent with tenure 


11,510 


20.52 


0.45 


0.38 


1.41 


1.19 


Female 


015: Percent nonunion union not available 


9,070 


68.43 


0.75 


0.49 


2.35 


1.53 


Female 


Q19A1: Percent with other job that is full-time 


11,510 


19.04 


0.56 


0.37 


2.37 


1.54 


Female 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


11,510 


26.62 


0.53 


0.41 


1.63 


1.28 


Female 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


6,560 


31.08 


0.87 


0.57 


2.32 


1.52 


Female 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


9,260 


88.90 


0.45 


0.33 


1.86 


1.36 


Female 


039: Percent with web site for instruction 


11,510 


38.29 


0.66 


0.45 


2.10 


1.45 


Female 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


11,510 


58.24 


0.51 


0.46 


1.25 


1.12 


Female 


064: Percent retired from another position 


11,510 


9.44 


0.35 


0.27 


1.61 


1.27 


Female 


068: Percent paid by the course 


3,330 


34.33 


1.19 


0.82 


2.10 


1.45 


Female 


077: Percent marital status married 


11,510 


65.90 


0.56 


0.44 


1.62 


1.27 


Female 


077: Percent marital status single 


11,510 


13.43 


0.36 


0.32 


1.30 


1.14 


Female 


081: Percent United States citizen 


11,510 


95.11 


0.28 


0.20 


1.89 


1.38 


Female 



^ Numbers rounded to the nearest 10. 

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary 
Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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Table M-4. Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFT) for faculty statistics, by 
employment status 



Standard error Employment 



Item 


Number 


Estimate 


Design 


SRS 


DEFF 


DEFT 


status 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


17,750 


96.24 


0.19 


0.14 


1.72 


1.31 


Full-time 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


17,750 


90.91 


0.26 


0.22 


1.50 


1.22 


Full-time 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


17,750 


96.29 


0.25 


0.14 


3.20 


1.79 


Full-time 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


17,750 


14.33 


0.27 


0.26 


1.06 


1.03 


Full-time 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


17,750 


62.38 


0.46 


0.36 


1.57 


1.25 


Full-time 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


17,750 


28.52 


0.53 


0.34 


2.48 


1.58 


Full-time 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


17,750 


47.51 


0.66 


0.37 


3.09 


1.76 


Full-time 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


13,830 


78.71 


0.58 


0.35 


2.76 


1.66 


Full-time 


Q1 9A1 : Percent with other job that is full-time 


17,750 


1.85 


0.12 


0.10 


1.41 


1.19 


Full-time 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


17,750 


15.84 


0.29 


0.27 


1.13 


1.06 


Full-time 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


11,940 


29.01 


0.59 


0.42 


2.02 


1.42 


Full-time 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


14,640 


79.52 


0.45 


0.33 


1.80 


1.34 


Full-time 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


17,750 


48.89 


0.48 


0.38 


1.64 


1.28 


Full-time 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


17,750 


67.73 


0.44 


0.35 


1.60 


1.26 


Full-time 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


17,750 


4.93 


0.19 


0.16 


1.37 


1.17 


Full-time 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


590 


12.41 


1.75 


1.36 


1.67 


1.29 


Full-time 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


17,750 


73.71 


0.41 


0.33 


1.56 


1.25 


Full-time 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


17,750 


11.41 


0.29 


0.24 


1.51 


1.23 


Full-time 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


17,750 


91.17 


0.26 


0.21 


1.52 


1.23 


Full-time 


Q1: Percent with instructional duties 


8,360 


97.94 


0.21 


0.16 


1.85 


1.36 


Part-time 


Q2: Percent with some credit instruction 


8,360 


89.28 


0.59 


0.34 


3.08 


1.76 


Part-time 


Q3: Percent who had faculty status 


8,360 


86.88 


0.52 


0.37 


1.95 


1.40 


Part-time 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was research 


8,360 


1.71 


0.19 


0.14 


1.75 


1.32 


Part-time 


Q4: Percent whose principal activity was teaching 


8,360 


88.39 


0.49 


0.35 


1.97 


1.40 


Part-time 


Q6: Percent part-time is primary employment 


8,360 


34.12 


0.62 


0.52 


1.43 


1.20 


Part-time 


Q8: Percent part-time preferred full-time 


8,360 


34.75 


0.58 


0.52 


1.22 


1.11 


Part-time 


Q10: Percent with academic rank of professor 


8,360 


4.39 


0.30 


0.22 


1.76 


1.33 


Part-time 


Q12: Percent with tenure 


8,360 


3.00 


0.23 


0.19 


1.57 


1.25 


Part-time 


Q15: Percent nonunion union not available 


7,050 


57.52 


0.78 


0.59 


1.76 


1.33 


Part-time 


Q1 9A1 : Percent with other job that is full-time 


8,360 


46.15 


0.71 


0.55 


1.68 


1.29 


Part-time 


Q35A1 : Percent teaching a single credit class 


8,360 


41.73 


0.65 


0.54 


1.46 


1.21 


Part-time 


Q37C2: Percent meet > 3 hours for second class 


3,340 


36.93 


1.27 


0.83 


2.30 


1.52 


Part-time 


Q37F1 : Percent with no TA in first class 


6,810 


92.00 


0.42 


0.33 


1.67 


1.29 


Part-time 


Q39: Percent with web site for instruction 


8,360 


28.00 


0.75 


0.49 


2.34 


1.53 


Part-time 


Q62A: Percent not “very satisfied” workload 


8,360 


44.56 


0.59 


0.54 


1.17 


1.08 


Part-time 


Q64: Percent retired from another position 


8,360 


20.33 


0.57 


0.44 


1.68 


1.30 


Part-time 


Q68: Percent paid by the course 


6,150 


38.52 


1.02 


0.62 


2.72 


1.65 


Part-time 


Q77: Percent marital status married 


8,360 


72.54 


0.68 


0.49 


1.95 


1.40 


Part-time 


Q77: Percent marital status single 


8,360 


11.66 


0.51 


0.35 


2.13 


1.46 


Part-time 


Q81: Percent United States citizen 


8,360 


96.91 


0.24 


0.19 


1.60 


1.27 


Part-time 



NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of 
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
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